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FRIDAY, OCTOBER 14, 1955 


Unitep States SENATE, 
SpEcIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR, 
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Reno, Nev. 


The special subcommittee met at 9:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in 
the State Building, Reno, Nev., Senator Alan Bible presiding. 

Present: Senators Alan Bible, acting chairman of the Special Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation; George W. Malone, 
Nevada. 

Present also: Representative Clair Engle, chairman, Committee 
On Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives; Goodrich 
W. Lineweaver, committee assistant for reclamation. 

Senator Bible presented the following authorization for the hearing: 


Room 307, FepERAL BuILpiIna, 
Albuquerque, N. Mezx., October 13, 1956. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senator, 
Gazette Building, Reno, Nev. 


Dear SENATOR Brsie: Confirming our conversation at Las Vegas, pressing 
matters prevent me from going to Reno this week. You are requested to preside 
at the hearings on S. 497, to authorize the Washoe project, Nevada-California. 

You and Senator Malone will constitute a special subcommittee to report on 
the hearings with recommendations to the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla- 

mation when Congress reconvenes in January. I am advised this arrangement is 
agreeable to Chairman Murray. 

Mr. Lineweaver will have this letter incorporated in the record of the hearings 
at Reno, which I hope can be printed by January 1, 1956. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) Clint, 
Cuiinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Approved: 

JAMES E. Murray, Chairman. 


Copies: Hon. George W. Malone, United States Senate, Washington, D. C.; 
Mr. G. W. Lineweaver, Senate Interior Committee, room 224, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.; Hon. Alan Bible, United States Senate, Washing- 


ton, D.C. 
‘i text of S. 497 is as follows:) 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe 
reclamation project, Nevada and California 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the purposes of furnishing water for the 
irrigation of a er fifty thousand acres of land in the Carson and Truckee 
River Basins, Ne vada and California, providing drainage service to approximately 
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thirty-five thousand acres of land therein, firming the existing water supplies of 
lands under the Truckee River storage project and the Newlands project, con- 
trolling floods, and providing hydroelectric power, and for other beneficial pur- 
poses, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to construct, operate, and main- 
tain the Washoe reclamation project consisting of two principal reservoirs at the 
Stampede and Watasheamu sites, together with other necessary works for the 
impounding, diversion, and delivery of water, the generation and transmission 
of hydroelectric power, and the drainage of lands. 

Src. 2. (a) In constructing, operating, and maintaining the works authorized 
in section 1 of this Act, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation 
laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 389, and Acts amendatory thereof or supple- 
mentary thereto) except as is otherwise provided in this Act. 

(b) Any contract entered into under section 9, subsection (d), of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187, 1193; 43 U. 8. C., 1952 edition, sec. 485h) for 
payment of those portions of the costs of constructing, operating, and maintaining 
the Washoe reclamation project which are properly allocable to irrigation and 
drainage and which are assigned to be paid by the contracting organization may 
provide for the repayment of the portion of the construction cost of the project 
assigned to any project contract unit or, if the contract unit be divided into two 
or more irrigation or drainage blocks, to any such permissible development period, 
or as near thereto as is consistent with the adoption and operation of a variable 
payment formula which, being based on full repayment within the period stated 
under normal conditions, permits variance in the required annual payments in 
the light of economic factors pertinent to the ability of the organization to pay. 

(ec) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary, all net revenues 
derived from the sale of commercial power from the Washoe reclamation project 
shall be applied, first, to the amortization of that portion of the cost of constructing 
the project which is ellocated to commercial power with interest on the unamor- 
tized balance thereof at the average rate (which rate shall be certified by the 
Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the United States on its marketable long-term 
securities outstanding on the date of this Act, and, thereafter, to the amortization 
of that portion of the cost of constructing the project which is allocated to irriga- 
tion and drainage but which is beyond the ability of the contracting irrigation and 
drainage organizations to repay as provided above. 

Sec. 3. Minimum basic facilities may be provided for the accommodation of 
the visiting public at the major dam structures of the Washoe project and, if 
responsible local interests agree to assume the operation and maintenance thereof, 
at Stampede Reservoir. The costs of such facilities shall be nonreimbursable. 

Sec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of 
the Washoe reclamation project the sum of $41,700,000 plus such amounts, if 
any, as may be required by reason of changes in construction costs as indicated 
by engineering cost indices applicable to the types of construction involved 
therein and, in addition thereto, such sums as may be required to operate and 
maintain the project. 


Senator Brste. Gentlemen, may I suggest we come to order. 

This hearing today is being held at the request of Senator Malone 
and myself on Senate bill No. 497, the bill which the two of us intro- 
duced to authorize the Secretary of Interior to construct the multiple- 
purpose Washoe project. 

I am very sorry that Senator Anderson, the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Interior Committee, 
was unavoidably called back to New Mexico yesterday. He had 
planned on being here and attending the hearing today as well as the 
field trip tomorrow, but due to conditions beyond his control he was 
required to return home. 

It is my understanding that Congressman Engle, who is the chair- 
man of the House Interior Committee, will be here today. However, 
I think that we will proceed because of the fact that we have some 
14 witnesses to be heard. We are anxious that everyone have full 
opportunity of making his presentation. We are also anxious, if 
possible, to conclude the hearing today. 
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Senator Murray and Senator Anderson asked that Senator Malone 
and I serve as a special committee for the purpose of conducting the 
hearings on Senate bill 497, a special committee of the Interior Com- 
mittee, to report back to the full committee when Congress recon- 
venes on January 3, 1956. 

Now, the hearing will be kept open insofar as revisions of state- 
ments or any supplementary statements that any of you may care 
to give, until November 1. If any of you have revisions to your 
statements, or if any of you have additional statements to make, 
they should be furnished to Gail Clary, the young lady who is seated 
at our right, who is reporting this particular hearing. 

There is, as you men know, a similar bill pending before the House of 
Representatives. There are 2 or 3 major differences in that bill. 
Hearings will be held here in Reno on that particular bill by a con- 
eressional House of Representatives committee, I believe on November 
11. 

The State of Nevada, through Senator Francis Newlands, cradled 
reclamation more than half a century ago. The Newlands project is 
an outstanding example of the transformation that, in effect, has made 
the desert bloom like the rose. 

It is a particular pleasure for me to be designated by Senator Ander- 
son to preside here today on a reclamation hearing. Fallon is my 
hometown, from 1918 to 1932. I grew up there, went to school there. 
I have a warm spot in my heart for it. 

Now, the Washoe project is one of the few remaining major reclama- 
tion developments in Nevada. The conservation of our State’s 
limited water resources for irrigation, and power development to assist 
in repaying construction costs is of concern to all westerners, and we 
of this special committee are vitally interested in getting the facts and 
all supporting data. As I said before, we have an imposing list of 
witnesses today. I think we have 14 in number. And if there are 
any others who have not contacted Mr. Goodrich W. Lineweaver, the 
committee assistant, please do so during the day, giving your name, 
and you will certainly be given the opportunity of being heard. 

In presenting the testimony, I think in the interest of time—because 
we do have these 14 witnesses—that it would be well if you present to 
the committee your prepared statement and then summarize your 
remarks because the full text of the statement will be presented in the 
record. 

Now, I know I need make no introduction of our distinguished senior 
Senator, an engineer of outstanding ability, and a man who knows 
this Washoe project backward and forward. It is a great pleasure 
for me to present my senior colleague, George W. Malone, to this 
audience at this time for whatever remarks or statement he may 
care to give. 

Senator Malone. 

Senator Matong. Thank you, Senator Bible. 

As Senator Bible has already told you, we jointly introduced the 
bill to construct the Truckee-Carson project. It has been long in 
the making. Many of you oldtimers will remember here that the 
organization of the Truckee Meadows Irrigation District or Washoe 
County Conservation District, as it is now known, was accomplished 
about 1925. Many of you may not know that some of us started 
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the preliminary work of organization in 1917. It took nearly 10 
years, including the 2 war years of 1917-18, to get it done. And 
then through | that organization we were able to build Boca Dam. 
We were engineers for the district during this period. All of this 
had to be done one step at a time, principally, of course, on account 
of cost, but many of you know the throes of organization that you 
go through, because everyone has interests to protect which must be 
accomplished by agreement. 

So from the time we accomplished the organization in 1925 or 1926, 
this program has been the objective. When we built Boca Dam we 
had to have an agreement between the interested parties including 
Lake Tahoe, Washoe County Conservation District; the power com- 
pany; and the Newlands project that Senator Bible has already 
mentioned. Senator Newlands was the father of the Reclamation 
Act of 1902. The Newlands was about the first project constructed 
under the act. Now, later, due to the fact that the water from the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers were connected by the canal feeding the 
Lahontan Reservoir from the Truckee River, the interests of the 
two rivers were combined to that extent. So from 1927 to 1935 we 
were all encouraging the necessary agreements that would lead 
finally to what you have here today. 

Carson Valley is a fine productive area, just as is the Truckee 
Meadows. The two then had common interests, to the extent of their 
common water problems, and their common water problems are 
embodied in this piece of legislation. And since this is 1955, 1917 
and 1925 seem a long ways back, but it has all been a part of it, and I 
thank every one of you that has taken part in this business right from 
the beginning—and I want to mention particularly that the Peckham 
brothers deserve unlimited credit for spade work. We worked with 
them, and many others in the valley since 1917. 

Now, today, just as Senator Bible has said, we are here for what we 
hope will be the last nec essary hearing. Many of you remember 
that over the years I have called hearings | here whenever investigations 
or cooperation between groups bogged down. And even today we 
don’t expect a 100-percent agreement. But what we do hope is that 
all the facts will be in the record and we can complete the necessary 
hearing today. 

This hearing will be left open to November 1 to complete your 
statements or to present additional statements. When we open 
the session next year in the Senate, Senator Bible and I want to say 
that the interests, the sectional interests, have agreed upon the plan 
embodied in the bill. And if that cao be done in the Senate and in the 
House I predict we will pass the bill next year. 

I would say in passing that I regret, Senator Bible, that Senator 
Anderson, Senator Murray, and others of the committee can’t be 
here today, but if they will look at the record I am sure they will be 
satisfied. 

Senator Brsie. I think that is correct. Thank you very much, 
Senator Malone. 

At this time I should like to place in the record the report of the 
Budget Bureau of September 8, 1955, and the report of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior over the signature of Fred G. Aandahl, dated 
September 20, 1955, and by reference we will adopt the House Docu- 
ment No. 181 of the 84th Congress, 1st session, which House doc- 
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ument is now in the process of being printed and should be off the 
press, I am advised, by the Washoe office, within a very short time. 
This will be made part of the record by reference, House Document 
181. 

(Reports of the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the 
Interior follow :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., September 8, 1955. 
Hon. James E, Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Wushington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CuairMan: This is in further reply to your request for the views 
of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 497, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe reclamation project, 
Nevada and California. 

The proposed legislation would provide for furnishing water to irrigate approxi- 
mately 50,000 acres in the Carson and Truckee River Basins, Nev., draining about 
35,000 acres in this basin, and firming existing water supplies for irrigation lands 
in the Truckee River storage project and the Newlands project. It would also 
provide for power, flood control, and other benefits. The construction works of 
the proposed Washoe project would include the Stampede and Watasheamu 
Reservoirs, together with other necessary works for the impounding, diversion, 
and delivery of water, generation and transmission of hydroelectric power, and 
drainage purposes. 

S. 497 specifies that contracts for repayment of the reimbursable costs for 
irrigation and drainage may include a variable payment formula which, being 
based on full repayment within the stated period of repayment under normal 
conditions, permits variance in the required annual payments in the light of 
economic factors pertinent to the ability of the contracting organizations to pay. 
The bill, however, is silent on the period of years within which these reimbursable 
costs would be paid. It must be assumed, therefore, that the period of repayment 
could be extended indefinitely. A further provision regarding repayment requires 
that all net revenues derived from the sale of commercial powei would be applied, 
first to the amortization of that portion of the cost of constructing the project 
which is allocated to commercial power including interest and. thereafter, to the 
amortization of that portion of the cost of constructing the project allocated to 
irrigation and drainage but which is beyond the ability of the contracting irriga- 
tion and drainage organizations to repay. Here, again, there is no indication of 
the period of repayment. 

With respect to recreation, the bill provides that minimum basic facilities for 
the visiting public at the major dam structures would be constructed on a non- 
reimbursable basis, if responsible local interests agree to assume the operation 
and maintenance of such facilities. 

The views of the Bureau of the Budget on the project are expressed in detail 
in our letter of May 20, 1955, to the Secretary of the Interior, a copy of which is 
attached. In summary, it is considered that, (1) the power investment should 
be repaid, with interest, within 50 years; (2) the bill should require that conserv- 
ancy districts should be established as a means of insuring maximum justifiable 
contribution or repayment by those to whom the estimated secondary benefits 
of the project are expected to accrue; (3) reimbursable irrigation and drainage 
costs in excess of repayments from all sources in 50 years should be clearly set 
forth in legislation to authorize the project and should be borne by the Federal 
Government as a contribution to irrigation and drainage; and (4) recreation 
features should be limited to such minimum basic facilities and services as may 
be needed for the general protection and operation of the project area and for 
the accommodation or protection of the visiting public and should be considered 
as necessary adjuncts to the construction and operation of the project, with their 
costs allocated to the major purposes of the project. 

Accordingly, we would recommend that 8. 497 be amended in accordance with 
the views expressed above. 

Sincerely yours, 
Percy RApPpaAporRt, 
Assistant Dire¢tor 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., September 20, 1955. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C 


My Dear SeEnatToR Murray: A report has been requested from this Depart- 
ment on 8S. 497, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, 
operate, and maintain the Washoe reclamation project, Nevada and California. 

We recommend that 8S. 497 be enacted. 

The details of the plan of development which enactment of this bill would 
authorize to be undertaken are set out in the planning report of this Department 
for the Washoe project, which was transmitted to the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives on June 6. The report will be 
readily available to your committee since it is being published as House Docu- 
ment 181, 84th Congress. I ask that that report be considered as a part of this 
report on 8. 497. The planning report, it will be noted, has attached to it copies 
of the comments we have received from the States and Federal agencies to which 
it was submitted pursuant to the Flood Control Act of 1944 and interagency 
agreements. It also includes the comments of the Bureau of the Budget con- 
tained in its letter of May 20. 

In brief, the plans for the Washoe project contemplate the regulation of the 
East Carson and Little Truckee Rivers to supplement the present irrigation water 
supply for 38,160 acres in the Carson Valley, to furnish a full supply of such water 
for 5,100 acres in that area, and to supplement the present supply for 6,300 acres 
in the Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas. They also contemplate the 
alleviation of seepage conditions on approximately 31,000 acres of land in the 
Carson Valley and Truckee meadows and the installation of 2 powerplants with 
a total capacity of 28,000 kilowatts and a net average annual increase in the 
locality of approximately 91,370,000 kilowatt-hours. Accomplishment of the 
plan will, moreover, reduce flood damages, have incidental beneficial effects in 
the fish and wildlife and recreational fields, and firm up, during extended dry 
periods, the existing irrigation water supplies for lands under the Newlands and 
Truckee River storage projects. The operation of the Washoe project will be 
coordinated with that of these projects and of works to be constructed for flood- 
control purposes in the Truckee Valley by the Corps of Engineers. Construction 
of the latter, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1248, 1264), 
was expressly made contingent on authorization of the Washoe project. No 
Indian lands are involved under the Washoe project, but full allowance has been 
made for the decreed water rights of such lands. 

The total estimated cost of constructing the Washoe project, in terms of July 
1954 prices, is approximately $41,558,000. Of this amount, about 86 percent is 
allocated to reimbursable functions (irrigation, drainage, and commercial power), 
the remainder to nonreimbursable functions (principally flood control). It is 
estimated that, following suitable development periods for various project lands, 
irrigation and drainage interests would repay about $8,200,000 of the irrigation 
and drainage allocation under 50-year repayment contracts and that the remainder 
of this allocation would be returned from net power revenues accruing in the 14 
years following payment of the power allocation and interest at 2.5 percent on 
the unamortized balance thereof. The irrigation and drainage repayment would 
thus be completed in 52 years after the close of the last development period. The 
ratio of the evaluated annual benefits of the project to its annual costs is estimated 
at 1.8 to 1. 

We suggest the following amendments to the bill: 

(1) Page 1, line 6, the substitution of “thirty-one” for ‘thirty-five’. 

(2) Page 2, line 23, the insertion after the word “such” of the expression “‘block 
over a period of not more than fifty years, exclusive of any’. This will merely 
supply a few words which appear to have been inadvertently omitted from the 
bill. 

(3) Page 3, lines 19-24, the substitution for section 3’s present text of language 
along the following lines: 

“The Secretary is authorized to investigate, plan, construct, operate, and main- 
tain minimum basic facilities for access to, and for the maintenance of public health 
and safety and the protection of public property on, lands withdrawn or acquired 
for the development of the Washoe project, to conserve the scenery and natural, 
historic, and archeologic objects, and to provide for public use and enjoyment of 
the same and of the water areas created by this project by such means as are con- 
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sistent with its primary purposes. The Secretary is authorized to withdraw from 
entry or other disposition under the public-land laws such public lands as are 
necessary for the construction, operation, and maintenance of said minimum basic 
facilities and for the other purposes specified in this section and to dispose of such 
lands to Federal, State, and local governmental agencies by lease, transfer, ex- 
change, or conveyance upon such terms and conditions as will best promote their 
development and operation in the public interest. The Secretary is further author- 
ized to investigate the need for acquiring other lands for said purposes and to report 
thereon to the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, but no lands shall be acquired solely for any of these purposes 
other than access to project lands and the maintenance of public health and safety 
and the protection of public property thereon without further authorization by 
the Congress. All costs incurred pursuant to this section shall be nonreimbursable 
and nonreturnable.”’ 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. Its comments on 8. 497 have 
been furnished you directly by letter dated September 8. As we pointed out 
in our letters of June 6 transmitting the planning report to the Congress, the 
comments raise problems which, because they are frequently associated with 
other proposed reclamation projects, the Congress may wish to consider policy- 
wise in connection with the Washoe project. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator Bisuie. Properly, the first witness to appear before this 
committee, I believe, is Mr. E. O. Larson, the regional director of the 
Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of the Interior at Salt 
Lake City. 

Mr. Larson, I am very happy to have you and your able staff and 
people back of you here in Reno today. So if you are quarterback- 
ing the team, you might take off and make the presentation at 
this time. 

Mr. Larson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appear- 
ing before this committee in its consideration of S. 497 that would 
authorize the Washoe reclamation project in this vicinity in Nevada 
and California. Mr. H. A. Hunt, area engineer, with headquarters 
in Carson City is here and will assist in answering questions on details 
of the project. Mr. Paul Sant, agricultural economist of the regional 
office, is here, also, to assist in answering questions. 

The plan for the Washoe project is the product of extensive inves- 
tigation and planning by Federal agencies in close cooperation with 
State and local interests. The works would provide a development 
to meet present needs and at the same time would fit into a more 
extensive development in the future. 

A reconnaissance report on the project was prepared in February 
1951. This was followed by a detailed status report of December 
1952. The status report covered rather fully three different plans 
that had been proposed in early investigations. After receipt of com- 
ments from Federal, State, and local interests who had reviewed the 
status report a feasibility report was completed in September 1954. 
That report is the basis for the legislation now before you. It was 
approved and adopted by the Secretary of the Interior on October 18, 
1954. The report has been reviewed by interested departments of 
the Federal Government and by the States of Nevada and California, 
all of whom have given general approval to the plan. The Bureau 
of the Budget on May 20, 1955, commented on the report and advised 
that it had no objection to the report being submitted to the Congress. 
While the general project plan is now established, opportunities for 
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refinements and improvements will be presented in definite plan studies 
that will precede construction should the project be authorized. 


PROJECT PLAN 


The Washoe project would be integrated with the existing Truckee 
storage and Newlands reclamation projects. It would also be coordi- 
nated with and dependent on the Truckee River channel improvement 
that is proposed by the Corps of Engineers. The corps’ plan involves 
enlarging the Truckee River channel immediately below the Lake 
Tahoe outlet, through Truckee Meadows, and at intermittent loca- 
tions elsewhere on the stream. In Truckee Meadows rock reefs 
which obstruct the river flow would be removed. The reservoirs 
proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the channel improvements 
planned by the corps would serve as a joint project in the regulation 
of floods. The channel improvements were authorized by the 83d 
Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1954 with the provision that the 
authorization would not become effective unless and until the Washoe 
reclamation project had been authorized. 

The Washoe project would provide increased irrigation supplies 
averaging 72,600 acre-feet annually that would provide full irrigation 
service to 5,100 acres of land in Carson Valley and supplemental irri- 
gation service to 44,460 acres in Carson Valley and in the Empire, 
Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas. In addition, during dry cycles 
supplemental water would be made available to lands under the 
existing Truckee storage and Newlands projects. Project generation 
of hydroelectric energy would average 95,871,000 kilowatt-hours 
annually. Repayment studies were based on rates averaging 9 mills 
a kilowatt-hour. The power is needed in the area and there is 
evidence that it will be readily subscribed. Flood damages would be 
reduced by $288,900 annually by the reclamation features and seepage 
would be alleviated on 18,170 acres in Carson Valley and 12,730 acres 
in Truckee Meadows. Benefits to recreation and public health would 
be created. The project would variously affect fish and wildlife with 
the net effect to be determined by final structural designs and operat- 
ing criteria. The fish and wildlife aspects will be covered in more 
detail by Mr. Doren E. Woodward representing the Fish and Wildlife 
Service who will present a statement. 

In the Truckee River Basin the Stampede Reservoir would be 
built to a capacity of 126,000 acre-feet on Little Truckee River. 
Reservoir water would be discharged through the Stampede tunnel 
and Calvada penstock to the 20,000-kilowatt Calvada powerplant on 
the Truckee River. Below the powerplant the water would be regu- 
lated at the 226-acre-foot Calvada Reservoir. It would then flow in 
the Truckee River channel and through existing facilities to meet and 
supplement established rights and to replace some of the Carson River 
water now used on the Newlands project for use higher upstream. 
Deep drains would be installed on lands of the Truckee storage project 
in Truckee Meadows and wells would be constructed to relieve 
artesian pressure. 

In the Carson River Basin the Watasheamu Reservoir on the 
East Fork of the Carson River would be constructed to a capacity of 
115,000 acre-feet. The reservoir would store flood flows now running 
to waste and also some water now used by the Newlands project which 
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would be replaced by Washoe project water from the Truckee River. 
Releases from Watasheamu Reservoir would pass through the 8,000- 
kilowatt Watasheamu powerplant at the base of thedam. The water 
would then be regulated at the Dressler diversion dam and afterbay 
that would impound 1,040 acre-feet. At the dam some water would be 
diverted into the potential Carson Canal that would serve new lands 
along its course in Carson Valley and that would also deliver water 
to the West Fork of Carson River for distribution by existing canals 
diverting from that stream. Some water bypassing Dressler diversion 
dam, together with return flows reaching the stream, would be di- 
verted to lands in Carson Valley and in the Empire, Dayton, and Fort 
Churchill areas. The remaining flows passing Dressler Dam would 
continue on to the Lahontan Reservoir of the Newlands project. 
The existing Allerman Canal in the Carson Valley would be enlarged 
and extended. Some new laterals would be constructed and existing 
laterals would be improved and extended as necessary. Systems of 
main drains would be installed in Carson Valley. 


COST, ALLOCATIONS, AND REPAYMENT 


The total construction cost of the Washoe project is estimated 
at $41,558,000 on the basis of July 1954 price levels. This cost 
includes the cost of all features mentioned as well as the cost of 
transmission systems required to connect the two powerplants with 
existing facilities near Reno and Carson City and recreational facilities 
at the Stampede Reservoir. Of the total construction cost, 
$17,391,000 would be allocated to irrigation and drainage, $18,247,000 
to power, $5,820,000 to flood control, and $100,000 to recreation. 
Irrigation and drainage payments up to the ability of the water users 
would be made for 50 years after suitable development periods for 
various project lands and would total $8,180,000 over the period. 
The power investment would be amortized in 50 years at 2.5 percent 
interest. Interest paid to the Federal Treasury would amount to 
$14,734,000. Net power revenues accruing for 14 years after re pay- 
ment of the power investment would fully repay the part of the irri- 
gation and drainage allocation beyond the repayment ability of the 
water users. ‘Thus power would pay $9,211,000 of the irrigation costs 
The allocations to flood control and recreation would be nonreim- 
bursable. 

Annual costs for operation, maintenance and replacement paid by 

each purpose would be: urigation and drainage $51,130, and power 
$1: 52,850. Annual costs for flood control in the amount of $6,560 
would be nonreimbursable. 


BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS 


A benefit-cost analysis has been made of the overall Washoe 
project to determine whether the project is justified to the Nation 
as a Federal development. ‘The analysis compared Federal project 
costs with tangible project benefits which are susceptible of monetary 
evaluation. Other benefits for which no monetary value can be 
estimated are known as intangible and do not appear in the analysis. 

Average annual benefits from the project have been estimated at 
$2,900,000. These include benefits of $1,530,000 from irrigation and 
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drainage and $1,081,100 from power production, estimated by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and $288,900 from flood control, estimated 
by the Corps of Enrineers. Annual equivalent costs are expected to 
average $1,619,010 over a 100-year period. Neither benefits nor 
costs of the recreational facilities are included in the analysis as these 
facilities were added to the plan after the project report had been 
drafted. 

Evaluated benefits from the Washoe project would compare with 
attendant Federal costs in a ratio of 1.8 to 1 over a 100-year period 
of analysis beginning with the first year of full project operation. 


PROJECT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 


I would like to mention some of the accomplishments that would 
result from the Washoe project, including some of the indirect benefits 
that are not taken into consideration in the benefit-cost comparison. 

The project would be in an area where water and to an extent 
power are the limiting factors in economic development and population 
growth. There are vast resources in land but limited water supplies. 
Only by irrigation can the land become productive. The increased 
agricultural production, consisting primarily of dairy products and 
beef cattle is needed in the local markets. More than three-fourths of 
the electrical energy now used is imported over the high Sierra Nevada 
Mountains to the west. Natural fuels are not present locally for 
steam-electric generation. By making available additional water and 
power the project would provide for coordinated agricultural, indus- 
trial, and population growth that could not otherwise be accomplished. 
Through better use of the scarce water supply new lands would be 
brought into production and the output of existing farms would be 
increased and stabilized. Similar benefits would result from land 
drainage planned as a part of the project. By lowering the ground 
water table the drains would also contribute to public health and 
relieve damage to property in the vicinity of Reno and Sparks. The 
larger and more dependable irrigation supply would make possible a 
greater variety of crops to meet the needs of a rapidly increasing 
population. An increase in farm production of livestock feed would 
create a better balance with grazing on adjacent forest and range 
lands, permitting greater utilization of this nonfarm forage. 
I would like to say, too, that the importance of this irrigation project 
in Nevada is evident from the fact that of the State of Nevada, witb 
some 71 million acres, there are only 727,000 acres under irrigation, 
or only about 1 percent of the total area. 

Reservoirs that would be constructed as a part of the Washoe project 
would help to control the flood waters that periodically destroy prop- 
erty along the stream courses, damage Reno and Sparks, and inundate 
farmland in both the Truckee and Carson River Basins. These men- 
acing waters would be conserved and harnessed for irrigation and for 
power production. 

The project would strengthen the national defense by developing an 
area removed from concentrated population centers or coastal loca- 
tions, thus aiding in the dispersion of industry and population. New 
farms and homes would be established, employment provided, and 
trade created. The taxing base would be broadened and income taxes 
increased. The Washoe project would be a step in the development 
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of American resources that is necessary if we are to provide for a popu- 
lation that is currently increasing at a faster rate than ever before. 

The Washoe project plan as now formulated would utilize Lake 
Tahoe for flood control and water conservation in about the same 
manner that it is being utilized at the present time. The damage that 
now results from lake level changes to the extensive recreational prop- 
erty in both California and Nevada would be neither increased nor 
alleviated in any marked degree. The project report, however, men- 
tions several possibilities for providing relief from this situation that 
can be explored. Some of these might be incorporated into the 
project in the definite plan studies following authorization, or they 
might be worked out in connection with still later developments on 
the Truckee and Carson Rivers. 

I would like to emphasize that the irrigation, power, and other 
benefits of the Washoe project are still some years in the future, even 
if the project were authorized now. ‘Time will be required for the 
making of definite plan studies and the preparation of final designs 
and estimates of project structures. Under usual construction pro- 
grams the benefits will follow from 5 to 10 years after the signing of a 
repayment contract. In the meantime the need for the project will 
continue to grow. Favorable action now is necessary to achieve the 
project benefits some years in the future. 

Although the Washoe project would be a long step toward full 
development of the land and water resources in the project area, it 
would not be the final step. Potentialities would still exist for sub- 
stantial further development for irrigation, power generation, and 
flood control. The possibilities are discussed briefly in the Washoe 
project report of September 1954. The Corps of Engineers is inter- 
ested in these further developments from the standpoint of flood con- 
trol, and I am sure will continue to cooperate in the investigation and 
planning of them. 

STATE LEGISLATION 


Largely in support of this project and upon recommendation of local 
water users and the Bureau of Reclamation, the Nevada Legislature, 
in its last session, passed a water conservancy district law. The act 
provides for the establishment of conservancy districts to encourage 
and assist in water resource development and to contract with the 
United States for the repayment of project costs. Under the Washoe 
project plan, farmers served by the project would pay on construction 
costs for a period of 50 years. The conservancy district would pro- 
vide a means by which other property owners in the vicinity who 
benefit indirectly could also contribute toward project costs through 
an ad valorem tax. This is a potential source of revenue that was 
not taken into account in the repayment analyses made for the report. 
It was not considered because the amount of the tax was indefinite 
and we desired to keep the repayment estimate conservative. Pas- 
sage of the Water Conservancy District Act illustrates the willingness 
of Nevada citizens to pay for the indirect benefits that will result from 
the project, and which naturally will be greater in the vicinity of the 
project than in other parts of the country. 

The legislatures of Nevada and California have recently authorized 
compact negotiations on some interstate streams including’ the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers, and the Congress has given consent to 
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such negotiations. This also indicates a desire on the part of these 
States to clear the way for ultimate development of water resources. 
The following is a summary of statistical data pertaining to the 
project. The attached map shows the location of project features. 
SuMMARY—WaAsHOE ProJEcT, NEVADA AND CALIFORNIA 
Average annual increase in irrigation supply 
Acre-jeeat 
For Carson Valley, Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas wane Oe 
For existing Truckee River storage project___-___- peti capella Ha 12, 600 
For existing Newlands project ..........2-.0..... 1... UE DSeEey 1 1, 700 


ie Re 8 a Se ae 72, 600 
1 Supply to be reserved for use in dry cycles. 


Land area served 




















[Acres] 
‘i _—— 
Full irriga- |Supplemental Sognlenentel 
Project subarea tion service irrigation drat ~s ae Total 
land service land = ge 
service land 
I ete ost ite cies mee sne aaa 5, 100 19, 990 18, 170 43, 260 
Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill areas___--_- fae pales REGO Fiche chen’ 6, 300 
I acs nichidnndnininaninioieivetnmnameh era ag Te deoveamieconsnil 70, 000 
Truckee River storage project (Truckee Mead- 
I, cht ep Rinna bipsaniine dilp-etineaguplnn dings L ceeinihbnpentines 14, 070 12, 730 26, 800 
| —_ _ _ — = 
I icin chess dod bbb otis ss dd ensd 5, 100 | 110, 360 30, 900 146, 360 
Power: 
Installed capacity (kilowatts) .._....-.-...-.-...---.o.--. 28, 000 
Average annual project generation (kilowatt-hours) -____.___-- 95, 871, 000 
Average annual reduction in existing generation (kilowatt- 
g g 
Ore. Een UE a oh: Co Bes ae 4, 500, 000 
Average selling rate (mills) per kilowatt-hour_____....__-..- 9 
Flood control: Annual reduction in flood damages ____--------- $288, 900 
Costs: 
Conmstracstion eoste...... 2025 2 oo foes Ss ti bs Gos" esas a 


Annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs_._-_-- $210, 540 


Benefit-cost ratio— Average annual benefits would compare with average annual 
equivalent costs in ratio of 1.8 to 1.0. 

Repayment.—Irrigation and drainage payments up to the ability of the water 
users would be made for 50 years after suitable development periods for various 
project lands. The power investment would be amortized in 50 years at 2.5 
percent interest. Interest paid to the Federal Treasury would amount to 
$14,734,000. Net power revenues accruing for 14 years after repayment of the 
power investment would fully repay the part of the irrigation and drainage allo- 
cation beyond the repayment ability of the water users. 


Allocations and repayment of project costs 


Cost allocation Source of payment revenue 





Purpose served : al 
Interest Irrigation Power 


| Construction | Total reim- 











: during : ~oct | 2nd drainage; 
cost | construction | Pursable cost | payments | venues 
ee ee eee | . = | | 

Irrigation and drainage_........-_- | $17,301,000 |.......--.. sa $17,391,000 | $8,180,000 | $9, 211.000 
Lg, Sakae” eae PS | 18, 247, 000 $720,000 | 18, 967,000 |........-..... } 18, 967,000 
Flood control (nonreimbursable).._|_ 5, 820, 000 |_._.________-- eT GE SL le Tas 
vole -| ate Rice 
elie a Se a A | 141,458,000 |._.........-- | 36, 358, 000 | 8, 180,000 | 28, 178, 000 


| 
1 Does not include $100,000 (nonreimbursable) for recreation, 


Notg.—Annual costs for operation, maintenance, and replacement paid by each purpose would be 
irrigation and drainage, $51,130, and power, $152,850. Annual costs for flood control in the amount of 
$6,560 would be nonreimbursable. 


(The map referred to is in the files of the committee.) 
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Senator Biste. Thank you very much, Mr. Larson. 

Before I open your statement for questions I would like to present 
to the members here a very distinguished Member of Congress, Con- 
gressman Clair Engle, the chairman of the very powerful Interior 
Committee of the House of Representatives. 

Congressman Engle, we are very, very happy to have you with 
us today. 

Clair is one of the real leaders in reclamation and irrigation and 
mining problems of the West. He comes from one of the mountain 
counties of California just to the west of us. 

Congressman Eneir. Thank you, Senator, it is a pleasure to be 
here with you and Senator Malone and to continue the cordial rela- 
tionship and the excellent cooperation which has always existed 
between our two States, and myself personally and the Representatives 
of Congress from the State of Nevada. 

Senator Brsie. Senator Malone, did you have some questions? 

Senator Matone. Mr. Larson, I think your statement is very clea 
I congratulate you and your associates on the clearness of the report 
itself. It is not an easy job. 

You mentioned in the report ‘benefits.’ Just what do you have 
in direct benefits? 

Mr. Larson. You mean the direct benefits. We evaluated those. 
We did not evaluate some of the indirect benefits. 

Senator Matone. No: you mentioned costs that would be incurred. 
Of course we understand the allocation of costs comes later, but for 
indirect benefits what did you have in mind might be considered when 
that time arrives? 

Mr. Larson. Well, some of the indirect benefits accrue to the com- 
munity, the railroads, and to the surrounding area, that is in addition 
to the direct benefits to the lands on which annual assessments would 
be made for irrigation and drainage. 

Senator Martone. You think that those indirect benefits might be 
taken into consideration by the conservancy district that would take 
over the obligation of allocation of costs? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; those that would be taken into consideration 
would be the indirect benefits to the whole area, and the indirect bene- 
ficiaries would contribute, you might say, the 1-mill ad valorem tax 
that is provided for in the Nevada Conservancy District Act. That 
is the usual practice now on reclamation projects recently undertaken 
for construction, such as the Weber Basin project in Utah, the big 
Thompson project in Colorado, and many others. 

Senator Martone. I know the practice is established. We used it 
in the Pershing County Conservation District in the late 1920’s. Not 
that the assessment would mean anything, but it at least had the effect 
of showing the dis'ricts part in very little of the cost of the entire 
project. 

Now, in the allocation of costs in irrigation, have you given any 
study to the method of allocation of costs? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. I would like Mr. Paul Sant, our agricultural 
economist who directs our economic studies, to explain those studies. 

Senator Brste. Would you identify yourself for the purpose of the 
record. 

Mr. Paut Sant. I am Paul T. Sant, agricultural economist im the 
regional officeyof{the} Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City. 
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In the allocation of costs on this project we followed what is called 
the separable costs remaining benefits method. This was agreed to by 
the Corps of Engineers, the Department of Interior and the Federal 
Power Commission, sometime, as I recall, last year, and that method 
recognizes the benefit to power, irrigation, drainage, and flood control. 

In the allocation of cost to recreation we allocated only the added 
cost of providing the minimum basic facilities, which amounted to 
$100,000. We, of course, considered other methods of cost allocation 
which would, if we were to use the alternative justifiable expendable 
method, arrive at about the same cost as the one agreed to by the 
three agencies. 

Senator Martone. Flood control allocations should be nonreim- 
bursable. There should be no assessment for flood control costs. 

Mr. Sant. That is correct. 

Senator Matone. In irrigation you allocate a certain amount of 
money to irrigation, which you have done, subject to rearrangement, 
[ presume. But when you get around to assessing the total amount 
for irrigation to the specific lands, on what basis do you assess 
benefits? 

Mr. Sant. We assess benefits to the beneficiaries for irrigation 
and drainage on the basis of their ability to pay, whether or not such 
sum would equal the cost as allocated. That is consistent under 
reclamation law and policy followed throughout the Western States. 

Senator Manone. Ability to pay after they are allocated the 
additional water? Is the amount of water required from the storage 
considered? 

Mr. Sant. Oh, yes. The ability to pay is based on the amount of 
water that w ould ‘be received by the farmers, varying, in accordance 
with their needs, from a partial supply to a full supply. 

Senator Martone. In other words, an acre that required more water 
would be required to pay more? 

Mr. Sant. Yes. 

Senator Matoner. Your ability to pay only means up to the judg- 
ment of the allocators of this assessment; that no assessment would 
be allocated to acres above what you considered their ability to pay? 

Mr. Sant. That is correct. 

Senator Matonz. That is a little misleading; those already having 
the gr eater water rate w ould have the greater ability to pay. 

Mr. Sanr. We have recognized the value from supplies now avail- 
able. They wouldn’t be available for new water. Only income 
resulting from increased water supplies have we credited to repayment. 

Senator Matons. What is your method of assessment on power 
costs? 

Mr. Sant. The power costs have been assessed on the basis of that 
amount necessary to pay out the cost allocated to power with interest 
which is required under present reclamation law. 

Senator Martone. No interest on the irrigation payment? 

Mr. Sant. No interest on the irrigation repayment. 

Senator Matoneg. No interest on anything except the power 
development? 

Mr. Sant. That is correct. 

* Senator MALone. How do you arrive at the price of selling the 
power? 


an ae 


| 











CTE ORF BES 





Aiea else RAIN Seb einws 9s 





WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA 15 


Mr. Sant. The cost allocated to power under the separable cost 
remaining benefits method of allocation established the amount that 
would have to be paid by power. That amount, with interest, over 
50 years establishes the rate necessary on which we would sell the 
power. 

Senator Matone. And your arrival, then, at the 9 mills, almost 
a cent, a kilowatt-hour is on that basis? 

Mr. Sant. Yes, sir. 

Senator MALoNE. You mentioned, Mr. Larson, we are securing 
about three-fourths of our power from across the mountain. How 
many kilowatts; what is the amount of power actually received this 
year and last year from this source, for the record? 

Mr. Larson. About 70,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Matonr. You mean that is the maximum, 70,000 kilo- 
watts, annually? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, sir. 

Senator MaLtonr. How much power is generated in this area on 
this side of the Sierras on the Truckee River and on the Carson River? 

Mr. Larson. About 10,000 kilowatts, I believe, is the production 
on the Truckee River. 

Senator Matong. What is the amount on the Carson River? 

Mr. Larson. It is a very small amount—about 3,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Matonr. And the demand, total demand, is what, in 
kilowatts? 

Mr. Larson. About 90,000 kilowatts in 1954 in the Washoe project 
power market area, which includes utility and industrial needs. 

Senator MaLone. 90,000? Then I will ask the further question. 
How much do we receive that is imported from California? 

Mr. Hunr. About 65,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Matonz. About 65,000? 

That is all. 

Mr. LineweEaver. Mr. Larson, the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation of the Interior Committee and the Public Works Subcom- 
mittee are engaged in objective analyses of the comparison between the 
present method of allocation of costs, as you explained, and the former 
method. Now, I would like you to place in the record, in two columns, 
the allocations that would have been under the former method—— 

Mr. Sant. The alternative justifiable expenditure method. 

Mr. Linewnaver. And the present method which you have set up. 

Now, the other question, Mr. Chairman, is: Mr. Larson has calcu- 
lated the interest at 2.5 percent, while the bill provides that the rate 
shall be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury. Is that correct? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; on the basis of long-time loans, which has been 
about 2% percent. 

Mr. LineweaAver. In any event, if that should go up, that rate 
should be above 2.5, it would not make any particular difference, say, 
up to 2.6? 

Mr. Larson. I would say it wouldn’t make very much difference, 
no, sir. 

Mr. LinewEaver. The other point, Mr. Chairman, that will come 
up, I am quite sure, is the long-term power market study for this area. 
[ feel that that should be in the record because that question will be 
raised when the subcommittee and the committee go into session. 
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This allocation of power, because of the substantial amount of the cost 
being allocated to power, will naturally raise questions as to the mar- 
keting conditions over the long pull. That data should be in the 
record. Don’t you have some illustrations showing the power market? 

Mr. Larson. We have the power-market surveys in the 1954 report 
which show that we have a market for all the power here. It must 
be taken into consideration that a large part of the power from these 
these two plants is peaking power; therefore, its value is much greater 
than if it were ordinary firm power. 

Mr. Lineweaver. And how it would be integrated into the present, 
that explanation should also be in because that question is going to 
be raised, and I feel, Mr. Chairman, the special committee should be 
prepared to have the information before it. 

Senator Brexe. Is that a part of the record at the present time? 

Mr. Larson. I am sure it is in the project report. 

Mr. Linewraver. Why not just summarize it for this record? 

Mr. Larson. We can prepare a short summary. 

Senator Brsie. It may be understood as soon as that is prepared 
it will be made part of the record at this place in the testimony. 

Thank you. 

(The summary referred to by Senator Bible was subsequently trans- 
mitted by the Commissioner of Reclamation, and is as follows:) 


UnitTep STrates DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., November 17, 1956. 
CHAIRMAN, INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. G. W. Lineweaver.) 

Dear Sir: During the hearings of the Senate Special Subcommittee on Irriga- 

tion and Reclamation on 8. 497 (Washoe project, Nevada-Califormia) held at 
teno, Nev., on October 14, 1955, Mr. E. O. Larson, regional director of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City, Utah, was questioned at.some length by 
Senator Malone and Congressman Engle with respect to the market for the 
proposed Washoe project power, the effect of evaluating flood-control benefits 
on the basis of current prices similar to the practice of the Corps of Engineers, 
the comparison of cost allocations under the formula’s separable costs-remaining 
benefits method (used in the authorizing report) and alternative justifiable 
expenditure method, 

The committee was advised that answers to these questions would be prepared 
and submitted. The following attached statements cover the points in question: 
(1) Power market Washoe project, Nevada-California, (2) effect of including 
Washoe project flood-control benefits on current prices, and (3) cost allocations— 
Washoe project, Nevada-California. 

Very truly yours, 
W. A. DExHEIMER, Commissioner. 


Power Marker WasHoE Prosect, Nevapa-CALiIFoORNIA 


The Washoe project power market area includes all of northwestern Nevada 
and contiguous areas in California on the east slope of the Sierra Nevada. 
Roughly, the market area comprises 38,062 square miles of which 35,643 square 
miles are in Nevada and 2,419 square miles in California. At the present time 
approximately 75 percent ‘of the market area’s power requirements are being 
imported from California over the Sierra Nevacas from Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

In 1950 capacity requirements in the market area was 71,769 kilowatts and 
energy requirements amounted to 282,560,000 kilowatt-hours. The estimated 
future power and energy requirements of the market area as developed for Washoe 
project feasibility report dated September 1954, were estimated to be 97,500 
kilowatts and 427,103,000 kilowatts-hours by 1960; 145,100 kilowatts ‘and 
637,390,000 kilowatt-hours by 1970; and 192,700 kilowatts and 847,677,000 
kilowatt-hours by 1980. In order to meet the above-mentioned power and energy 
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requirements it has been estimated that existing generating capacity available to 
the power market area presently totaling 99,800! kilowatts would have to be 
increased by 11,000 kilowatts by 1960; 58,500 kilowatts by 1970, and 110,200 
kilowatts by 1980 allowing for reductions in present capacities expected to result 
from aging and retiremert of existing equipment. These requirements were 
based on the estimates presented in the Federal Power Commission’s report of 
February 1949 entitled “‘Power Market Survey—State of Nevada.” Require- 
ments for the Nevada portion of the market area were expanded to include similar 
data on the California portion of the market area and modified to incorporate 
information of a more recent date. fstimates prepared by the Federnl Power 
Commission in September 1955 show that their estimates prepared in 1949 should 
be increased by approximately 35 percent to supply future power requirements in 
the area. 

On the basis of the above it appears there is adequate market to dispose of the 
28,000 kilowatts of capacity and the 95,871,000 kilowatt-hours of energy which 
would be available annually from the 2 powerplants included in the Washoe 
project. 


EFrFrect oF INCLUDING WaSsHOE PrRoJect FLoop CoNnTRoL BENEFITS ON 
CuRRENT PRICES 


The flood-control benefits as evaluated by the Corps of Engineers were based 
on a long-term price projection of 215 (1910-14=100). Flood-control benefits 
would be larger if based on current prices which are higher than the 215 price 
level (with an index of 235 for prices received and a 278 index for prices paid by 
farmers—1910-14=100). While flood-control benefits have not been recalculated 
on the current price level, it is estimated that if they were based on current prices 
and the costs reallocated accordingly it would raise the flood-control allocation 
by about $1 million and reduce irrigation and drainage by about $900,000 and 
reduce power by about $100,000. This would not affect the repayment ability 
or assessments against the farmer but would shorten the period required for net 
a revenues to complete the irrigation repayment assistance by about 2 years. 

he effect on power would be negligible, 


Cost ALLOCATIONS—WaAsHOE PrRoJEcT, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA 


The estimated costs of the Washoe project, inclucing construction costs and 
operation, maintenance and replacement costs were allocated to the various 
project purposes by the separable cost-remaining benefits method. This s the 
preferred method as adopted in March 1954 by the Federal Power Commission, 
Corps of Engineers, and Department of the Interior. 

Costs of facilities which serve but one purpose have been allocated in their 
entirety to that purpose. Costs of facilities which serve more than one purpose 
have been allocated so as to permit each purpose to share in the economy of the 
multiple-purpose development. Costs have been allocated so that the total 
allocation to each purpose is greater than the separable cost of including that 
purpose in the project and less than the cost of the most econgmical single purpose 
alternative or value of the benefits of the purpose, whichever is less. Only the 
specific costs of minimum basic recreation facilities, in accordance with depart- 
mental policy, have been allocated to recreation. Final allocations may differ 
slightly depending upon the actual construction costs and upon conditions, if any, 
expressed in the project authorization, such as modification in the project relative 
to fish and wildlife development. 

The allocations of the construction and of annual costs made to the various 
project purposes are shown in the following tabulation: 


Summary of allocation of project costs by separable costs—remaining benefits method 








Irrization . " 
Costs and drain- Power we -) Recreation Total 
age 
wohl bid SHI ORES eon cli nil i pees tte 
Construction cost_...........- ee ee $17, 391, 000 |$18, 247,000 | $5, 820, 000 $100, 000 | $41, 558, 000 
Annual costs (operation, maintenance, and | 26 000 


Oo ae 5 ae LB EE Sa | 51,130 | 152, 850 6, 560 





1 Includes 70,000 kilowatts made available through importations from California. 
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No significant changes would result if the costs of this project were allocated 
by the alternative justifiable expenditure method. A summary of costs so allo- 
cated is shown in the following tabulation: 


Summary of allocation of project costs by alternative justifiable expenditure method 








Irrigation Fiood con- 


Costs pan Seat Power trol Recreation Total 
Construction cost --------------------|$17, 420, 000 |$18, 094, 000 | $5,944,000 | $100, 000 | $41, 558, 000 
Annual costs (operation, maintens ance, and | | 
repairs).....- mith atieaiiecaioaaiaieinss tainaiiias uae: | 52, 220 151, 410 6, 910 210, 540 


Senator Malone, any further questions? 

Senator Matone. I didn’t ask a while ago, is the method of alloca- 
tion according to benefits—the amount of water for each acre? As 
I understood it benefits are dependent upon the amount of water 
required. 

Mr. Sant. That is true, the benefits, of course, are related to the 
water. 

Senator Matone. Amount of water, required storage of water? 

Mr. Sant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Larson. I think we should clear up one point, Senator Malone. 
That is, on the new lands we have arrived at a per acre cost for the 
repayment ability, and for supplemental service lands on the basis 
of a cost per acre-foot. 

Senator Matone. What is the maximum that you would assess these 
lands? 

Mr. Sant. We have figured in our repayment studies an average 
amount of water for new lands which would amount to $3.75 an acre 
for a full supply. 

Senator MaLone. Per year? 

Mr. Sant. Yes; per year over the 50 years. The supplemental 
water would be assessed at a rate of $1.65 per acre-foot per year for 
50 years. 

Senator Matone. The $1.65 per acre-foot mentioned would be the 
maximum for any acre maximum assessed? 

Mr. Sant. Yes. 

Senator Matone. For repayment? 

Mr. Sant. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. What is the minimum? 

Mr. Sant. That is exclusive of the operation maintenance and 
replacement cost. 

Senator Matong. Replacement is something else. Replacement— 
do you mean in the matter of maintenance and replacement on the 
structures, dams themselves? 

Mr. Sant. Yes; and on the canals or laterals built as a part of this 
project. 

Senator Matone. Well, that is true; maintenance, generally speak- 
ing, is the operation and maintenance of canals. But in some other 
fields taking into consideration the major repairs on the dam structures 
themselves—because of other benefits, like flood control and fish and 
wildlife—your maintenance in the operation all would be allocated 
to the land itself, regardless of storage, and the maintenance of canals 
directly allocable to the land—would be a part of it. But I wanted 
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the evidence to show the difference. What is the maintenance that 
would be charged along with the operation? 

Mr. Larson. I think we ought to explain that on supplemental 
lands where distribution facilities already exist the present operation 
of the canals would not be disturbed. The new lands would have new 
distribution facilities. Now for these new works, what we class as 
ordinary operation and maintenance, would be operation costs, 
repairs and cleaning or anything else that had to be done. 

Senator MALone. Would that include the dam structures, too? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

Senator Matone. Part of that cost might be allocated to other 
benefits. It wouldn’t be all assessed against irrigation. 

Mr. Sant. That is true. We have operation, maintenance, and 
replacement costs that would be assessed to flood control, power and 
irrigation and drainage similarly as we had allocated the capital costs 
or the construction costs. 

Senator Matonn. Yes. 

Now, in the benefits—and I believe for the benefit of the record it 
should be outlined here—Congress has taken cognizance of certain 
public benefits that are not reimbursable. I think you better name 
them because they probably include the National Park Service, Fish 
and Wildlife and flood control. If you would, right now make a 
complete outline for the record. If you are not able to do it you should 
complete the record later. You have cognizance, I know, of these 
things. 

Mr. Larson. As I pointed out in my statement, Senator Malone, 

5,820,000 was allocated to flood control and $100,000 to recreation 
a nonreimbursable. 

Senator Matone. The latter would be the Park Service. 

Mr. Larson. Yes. There has so far been no nonreimbursable 
allocation to Fish and Wildlife. 

Senator Matoner. Do you intend to do that? 

Mr. Larson. That is something that will have to be worked out 
in the definite plan report and it will also depend on the policy of the 
Congress. 

Senator Martone. I can only speak for one member of the Senate, 
but we rarely go into much detail, but we listen carefully to the Bureau 
of Reclamation, what they recommend. I understood it has been 
recommended that Fish and Wildlife is a public service, as is flood 
control and the Park Service recreation, and naturally, to at least a 
major extent nonreimbursable. What is your idea about it? 

Mr. Larson. The present policy under which we work conforms to 
the interpretation of Public Law 732 for Fish and Wildlife, and under 
that law we now would allocate nonreimbursable costs to mitigate 
damages to fish and wildlife—like we did on the Weber Basin project 
as nonreimbursable. The way the law is interpreted we do not make 
nonreimbursable allocations for something that will create new benefits. 

Senator Martone. Well, here is an idea. When you build a project 
like this you naturally preclude any other developmer it later. How- 
ever, I am not sure until further study of this project is made that it 
is entirely precluded. But when you build a project such as contem- 
plated here, it is an overall project, so any improvements in wildlife, 
fish and wildlife, must be done at the same time. Isn’t that true 
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generally? Because if you come in later with some improvements 
you would have to rearrange your structures. 

Mr. Larson. Yes. It would certainly be nice if it could be done 
at the beginning. 

Senator Matong. Would it not be impossible to do some of these 
things later if you had prepared for them, like fish ladders and live 
stream control and various factors that, if they are not taken into 
consideration now, might entail an additional expense that would be 
almost impossible later? Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, it would be more difficult later. 

Senator Martone. And more expensive. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Senator Matone. If you are going to, now is the time to do it. 

Mr. Larson. I think we have sufficient fish ladders in the plan now, 
but under the interpretation of the present law we could not go beyond 
mitigating the damages. 

Senator Matone. Could you, beyond the present law, go as far as 
necessary to be sure that your structures could be included without 
greater cost? If that isn’t clear I will state it again. 

This is becoming a very important part in the whole setup, in an 
irrigation-flood control-power development, so if your plans now 
would make it more expensive to include it later shouldn’t that be 
taken into consideration and explained to the committee? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, but in the refinement of the project plans for 
fish ladders or other facilities I think that can be done, but this project 
plan does fit in with things that might be added. Storage at other 
reservoir sites or fish hatcheries may be added to create fish and wildlife 
benefits. 

Senator Matone. A case in point—TI can bring it up here; it is 
many years past now—many people wanted to build a certain type of 
structure on the Colorado River instead of the Hoover Dam. They 
wanted a low dam. Some of us pointed out if you built the low dam 
it would be impossible later to raise it and build a high dam unless you 
put the low dam on a foundation that could later be raised. Well, on 
the strength of that testimony we got into the thing. The thing to 
do was to build a high dam to start off with. So whenever you are 
building something that makes it more expensive to do something later 
which you know you want to do, don’t you think that would be part 
of the allocation of nonreimbursable cost? 

Mr. Larson. Well, it isa matter of what should be done and what 
can be done under existing law. 

Senator Matone. Existing law, as far as recommending is 
concerned. I have been behind the project long before going to the 
Senate. They depend upon engineers like you. They listen, and 
when you explain to them the necessity of doing a job now or later, 
then they often change the law or amend it, do they not? Isn’t it 
done every session of Congress? 

Mr. Larson. Well, yes. A bill is amended or a special act is passed. 

Senator Matong. Now, we have a general law which I, in general, 
approve. That is the 160-acre limitation where the public money is 
expended to improve new lands. That is done so someone wouldn’t 
get a large amount of land, more than a family-size unit improved 
with no investment. 
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But in this existing Truckee storage project, through a special act, 
the 160-acre limitation was waived because the land was already 
improved—the project simply providing supplemental water. Many 
of us gave testimony on it at the time. We were engineers for the 
project. 

That will come up on this entire project because it is simply furnish- 
ing supplemental water. 

So is it not time to consider these things while you are making your 
recommendations, due to the fact that men like Senator Anderson, 
who we all know approves conservation of water, will have this 
record available to him? Isn’t now the time to make these points? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. I am sure they will be made by the witnesses 
of the two States who are here to testify. I don’t think it affects the 
Stampede Reservoir or Watasheamu Reservoir, but there are addi- 
tional works that can be built for recreation, fish and wildlife, such 
as a hatchery. Also there may be a small storage reservoir up on 
Prosser Creek. Those works would fit in with this whole scheme. 

Senator Bratz. May I interrupt. We seem to have a complaint 
from the audience. They are unable to hear the questions and an- 
swers. We want everyone to hear the questions and answers. I 
understand we are limited to just one mike. It may be that we can 
just handle it this way, by passing it around, so that everyone can 
1ear. Iam sure that you can hear now. 

Senator Matonz. I think we can just pass it around. We have 
been a little careless. 

I introduced this bill that is now being considered today, with 
Senator Bible and we introduced it as your Department sent it up 
to us after the report on the project was available, fully realizing that 
there were likely to be necessary amendments. The chief reason, of 
course, is the Budget Bureau and other departments must study it 
and approve it. They have studied it and have approved it. Amend- 
ments are now in order. I would consider amendments for fish and 
wildlife, the 160-acre limitation and possibly others, but I think now 
we have got down to the meat of the coconut. The Budget Bureau 
has approved it. The Bureau of Reclamation has approved it. We 
have introduced a bill in the Senate just as you have set it up, know- 
ing that amendments, minor in character, would be proposed. Now, 
they are going to be proposed and probably added to the bill. Isn’t 
now the time to discuss it and for your organization to make clear 
what you consider the right thing for us to do, even if it does entail 
an amendment to the act or special legislation. 

Mr. Larson. In working up this project plan we are surely desirous 
of mitigating fish and wildlife damages, and we certainly would like 
to see new or additional benefits created, but we are bound by the 
laws, rules, and regulations under which we recommend that a project 
go forward. 

Senator Matonz. You are also bound to answer a question a 
Senator asks you. I am asking you the question, to give us your ideas. 

Mr. Larson. I am coming to that, Senator. 

In this particular case the fish and wildlife aspects have not been 
worked out in strict detail as yet, but can be, I think, in the definite 
plan report stage. In the meantime, I think it is recognized by 
everyone that there is a possibility of building a fish hatchery here 
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and creating some storage on Prosser Creek to create new fish and 
wildlife benefits that would appear to be greater than the cost. There 
are two problems: First, whether or not they can be considered as 
national benefits and be nonreimbursable; and second, whether or 
not the Congress will consider them and enact a law to provide them. 
Under the present law 732 we go as far as we can. Beyond that it 
is then, to me, up to the congressional committees to hear the State 
and other witnesses, and weigh these things, and then it is up to 
the Congress to take it from there and decide what it will do. Mr. 
Woodward of the Fish and Wildlife Service is here. He may have 
something to add better than I can. 

Senator Matone. I think that is very clear, Mr. Larson, and I 
know you are a hard worker in this field. The only thing I would 
want to leave with you is, any improvements that we are now making, 
that might make the future improvements that we all know will be 
necessary, more expensive, then let’s consider it at this time, and 
when we take this evidence to Washington before the entire com- 
mittee, then, as you say, the committee can consider it and know 
approximately what these costs might be. 

Mr. Larson. If we work cooperatively on fish and wildlife during 
the planning stage, if this project is authorized, then I don’t believe 
there are any features here that will create more costly work after. 
I think any additional works are supplemental to what we have in this 
project plan. 

Senator Brniz. Congressman Engle, we are very happy to have you 
participate in this discussion. Did you have any questions? 

Congressman Ene.ir. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I think perhaps they can hear me. If they can I will put the mike 
over for Mr. Larson. 

I neglected, Mr. Chairman, to apologize for my lateness in arriving 
at this hearing. It was due to the fact I had to fly in from Bishop 
which took longer than anticipated. 

I think the questions I will ask will be very brief because probably 
the answers to otherthings will be developed later. 

I am puzzled by the cost-and-benefit ratio. Is the benefit-to-cost 
ratio given in your testimony, Mr. Larson, of 1.8 to 1, a statement of 
the direct benefits to direct costs, using that concept under the old 
formula? 

Mr. Sant. Yes, sir. The comparison of benefits and costs includes 
all project costs, including interest from the time the project is first 
started until the end of 100 years. The benefits include both direct 
and indirect, and public benefits from, irrigation and drainage, and 
direct benefits from power and, largely, direct benefits from flood 
control as computed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Congressman Ener. The direct benefit from irrigation would be 
the amount of money the irrigators can pay? 

Mr. Sant. No, sir. The direct benefits represent the increase in 
net farm income resulting from the additional water. It covers both 
the amount they are able to pay, plus the increase in standard of 
living obtained by the project farmers. 

Congressman Encue. That is the formula that has always been 
used? 

Mr. Sant. That is correct. 
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Congressman Encur. But is it correct to say the standard which 
you have applied is a more rigorous standard than that heretofore 
applied to some projects? 

Mr. Sant. Yes, sir. 

Congressman Encuir. That is true because you include interest 
during construction? 

Mr. Sant. That is right. 

Congressman ENncue. That is the principle difference, is it not? 

Mr. Sant. Yes, sir. 

Congressman Encue. Now, if you figured the direct benefits of this 
project would those benefits be at unity; that is, 1 to 1? 

Mr. Sant. They would be greater than unity. We have figured 
that, and as I recall, that is 1.4 to 1. Would you let me check. 

Congressman ENGiE. You can supply that for the record, if you 
will, that is, that the cost-to-benefit ratio on the direct benefits is more 
than unity. 

With reference to water supply for this project, is the water supply 
for this project to any extent dependent upon the execution of a com- 
pact between the State of California and the State of Nevada, ap- 
proved by the Congress of the United States? 

Mr. Larson. In my opinion, No. With reasonable progress and 
understanding, I believe the project could go forward to authoriza- 
tion without the compact being completed for 2 or 3 reasons. One, 
we have a flood menace standing over us in this area at all times that 
is not going to wait for a compact. And, second, the main reason 
is that the principal problems to be covered by the compact relate to 
Lake Tahoe and the Alpine Valley in California. There are probably 
some other points that do not interiere or are not critical as covered 
by the present project plan. The present project plan does not 
materially change Lake Tahoe. At a later stage it would. 

Congressman Enete. In other words, your answer to my ques- 
tion—If I don’t state it correctly I wish you would modify my sum- 
mary of it. Your statement is, a compact between the State of 
California and the State of Nevada, approved by the Congress, is 
not a condition precedent, necessarily, to the ‘authorization and 
construction of this project as now presented? 

Mr. Larson. In my opinion the answer would be “No’’, but I 
would qualify it in this way, that if the project were authorized, the 
Secretary or the Bureau of Reclamation would certainly want to size 
up everything relating to the project before proceeding with plans 
for construction to see how the project would get along, and we 
would evaluate those problems as to how any of them might affect 
this project adversely, depending on how they were covered in the 
compact. But offhand I don’t see that the project needs to be held 
up on account of a compact. 

Congressman Eneir. Now, does the plan as presently presented 
affect the level of the water of Lake Tahoe? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, but not very much. In fact, it tends to level out 
the fluctuations some. We have a hydrograph showing the present 
fluctuation of the lake and what it would be under the project plan. 
It tends to keep the lake higher in some years than it has been at its 
real low level, and in some cases keeps it from going as high as it has 
been. In other words, it is helpful, if anything. 
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Congressman EnGuez. In other words, your effect on Lake Tahoe is 
not detrimental but beneficial? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, beneficial to a minor extent. Another thing, the 
project plan is formulated in such a way that further studies on 
further development in the control of Lake Tahoe and further flood 
control by the Army engineers, further development in general, of 
the two rivers, fits in with the plan in this report. 

Congressman Encuire. What is the per acre cost of water contem- 
plated by your report, either in direct payment from the irrigator or 
in payment through a conservation district, broken down on the per 
acre basis, per acre-foot? 

Mr. Larson. The total cost allocated to irrigation and drainage as 
given in my statement is $17,391,000. Out of that total the water 
users and the drainage beneficiaries can pay $8,180,000, or about 47 
percent of the irrigation and drainage allocation. The balance, or 
$9,211,000 would be paid for from power revenues, except that we 
have not evaluated the amount of revenue from an ad valorem tax 
from a conservancy district. We have done that to be conservative 
in our payout studies. 

Now, assuming that the present assessed evaluation of the area in 
this project includes indirect beneficiaries, such as the city of Reno, 
Sparks, the railroads, and other property in the area, I think the 
assessed valuation would amount to 75 or 100 million dollars—and I 
believe the conservancy district tax of Nevada provides for 1 mill as 
an ad valorem tax for construction purposes—that over a period of 
50 years, taking into consideration the assessed valuation may redouble 
might contribute as much as 4 or 5 million dollars—that would reduce 
the $9 million that is set up to be paid back from power. So the 
irrigators, if they pay as we have estimated, would pay the $8,180,000, 
maybe power would pay $4 million or more, during the irrigation and 
drainage repayment period, leaving a relatively small figure to be paid 
by power following the repayment period for the power allocation. 
That would come concurrently with the various blocks of irrigation. 
I have a graph in which that is illustrated. 

Senator Brsiz. I am wondering if he directly answered the question 
you wanted, the cost per acre? 

Congressman EncLE. Yes. I am trying to figure out—now, with 
your figures, if the figures add up—what I mean is, that over the period 
of time the revenue from power plus the revenue from the irrigators 
equals the reimbursable cost of the project. Now, the power is sup- 
posed to sell at 9 mills—which is pretty high, you say—and your testi- 
mony shows there is a market here for 9-mill power, which surprises 
me—but taking your word for that, what I want to know is, How 
much do you expect an irrigtaor to pay per acre-foot. Our price is three 
and a half dollars per foot. The other, the Sacramento Canal, they 
have had a price offered of $2.70 per foot. 

Mr. Larson. I can give you those figures: $1.65 per acre-foot for 
water on supplemental lands; on the new lands the charge is $3.75 per 
acre for a water supply. 

Senator Brste. What would that be? 

Mr. Larson. $3.75 per acre construction cost for new land, and 
$1.65 per acre foot for supplemental water and the operation and 
maintenance cost in additior . 
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Congressman Enete. In other words, your actual cost of the water 
for both the construction cost and the operation and maintenance 
will run something less than $5 per acre-foot; is that right? 

Mr. Sant. Yes; considerably less. 

Congressman EneGue. I figure about a dollar, a little more for 
operation and maintenance. 

Mr. Larson. For supplemental lands there is the operation and 
maintenance cost of the present works—these project lands are already 
irrigated. ‘They would be buying supplemental water, and then the 
additional cost to those people would be operating costs for the proj- 
ect reservoirs, and part of that cost would be paid for from power 
and part from flood control. 

Congressman EnGuE. Do I understand the payment made by the 
irrigators would be the $1.65? 

Mr. Larson. The $1.65 per acre-foot is for supplemental water. 

Congressman Ener. And the $3.75 per acre for new lands; that 
is per acre, not per acre-foot? 

Mr. Larson. That is right, for new land. 

Congressman EnGuiE. Do | understand that those over a period of 
50 years would add up to $8,180,000? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, there is some drainage payment in there, too. 

Congressman Eneue. The drainage would be assessed and paid 
against a conservancy district on an ad valorem tax? 

Mr. Larson. No, the assessment is direct against the lands to be 
benefited by drainage. 

Congressman Eneie. Would that be charged on an acre basis? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. That is part ‘of the $8,180,000. For 
the conservancy district—the usual practice is to assess the 1 mill 
ad valorem tax to all assessed property within the district rari 
That would include real estate, property of the railroads, all kinds. 
The purpose is to have the indirect beneficiaries contribute something. 
It is a very small tax. It is a 1-mill tax. That is the usual practice, 
as I said a moment ago, as with the Colorado Big Thompson project, 
the Weber Basin project, and many others. 

Congressman Eneir. When you execute your repayment contracts 
vou will provide in the contract with the conservancy district for 
the payment of that conservancy tax; is that right? 

Mr. Larson. The repayment contract with the conservanc y dis- 
trict would provide for certain works to be constructed by the United 
States and for the conservancy district to make an annual payment 
to the United States for the repayment of those repayable costs that 
are assessed to irrigation and drainage. The district, in turn, would 
have subcontracts with others who use the water, or who would benefit 
from drainage; then assess for the drainage and irrigation. All of 
those incomes would make up the payment to be made to the United 
States, and a part of that payment would include, I assume, part of 
the ad valorem tax. Now, that arrangement is left pretty largely 
to the district. 

Congressman Eneie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Matonsz. This present plan includes two projects, one 
authorized, as you have explained, a couple of years ago, but no 
work to start until this project is already authorized ; that is true, 
isn’t it? 
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Mr. Larson. That is correct. It really does consist of two parts. 
One is the Washoe project of the Bureau of Reclamation, and the 
other is the flood control project of the Army engineers, already 
authorized, as I stated a moment ago. The latter provides 

Senator Matonr. Well, I think that has been answered. 

Mr. Larson. It provides that no construction go forward until 
and unless the Washoe project is authorized. The reason is that 
the two projects go hand in hand. The channel improvement and 
reducing the floods in the Reno area depend on Stampede Reservoir; 
the same over on the Carson River. We must have storage to control 
the floods. We plan to do that job. 

Senator Matonr. Now, a question predicated on that answer. 
If you consider the benefits, considered the two projects together in 
relation to benefits, would that reduce—have a tendency to reduce 
the repayments on the irrigation, irrigated lands? 

Mr. Larson. No. We have considered the two. The benefit-cost 
ratio of the Army engineers, their part of the plan, is very similar to 
ours. 

There is one item that I notice may not be clear. In evaluating 
the flood control benefits we have used the 215 cost index where the 
Army engineers use up-to-date costs, and if our flood control benefits 
as we have them were put on up-to-date costs it would then mean a 
reduction of about $1 million on the irrigation allocation, and it 
would increase the flood control allocation by about $1 million, which 
would—— 

Senator Matone. Would not be reimbursable? 

Mr. Larson. It would be reimbursable. But it would not affect 
the payments to be made by the water users for the reason that the 
repayment is based on their repayment ability during the 50 years, 
with the balance to be paid for by power. It would simply mean, 
that power would pay off in 2 years less time that amount of the 
irrigation allocation above the ability of the water users to repay. 
It would shorten that period that power pays off the balance. 

Senator Matone. 1 just had this in mind. We authorized the other 
project. It could not be started until this one was authorized. It is 
not necessary to debate that because it has been authorized. If 
through flood control, and considering the joint projects—which they 
really are, because Congress realized that this other, this second, this 
project we are now considering, is necessary in conjunction with it— 
so my question is, is it possible to consider the two together and 
reduce this cost? But you do say it would write off more on flood 
control, nonreimbursable, so it ought to reduce the payments on 
the irrigated lands. I don’t think it is necessary for you to compute 
what it is going to be, but 1 wanted the record to show that that can 
be considered in the repayment cost. 

Mr. Larson. In my opinion you, of course, can consider it, but it 
would not have any effect on the amount the water users would pay. 

Senator Brste. Thank you, Mr. Larson. There are just 2 or 3 
questions I would like to ask you. 

Who are the power preference customers within this market area? 

Mr. Larson. I believe there are two: the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District of the Newlands project, and the Truckee Public Utility Dis- 
trict on the Truckee River, 

Senator Brstx. Does the conservancy district likewise become one? 
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Mr. Larson. In my opinion it would be a preference customer. 

Senator Bini. As I understand your position, if there is to be 
additional consideration given to the preservation and development of 
fish and wildlife it is probably desirable to do so through special pro- 
visions in the enabling legislation. Is that a correct statement? 
As I read your breakdown, you show no benefit allowance at all for 
fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Larson. Yes; it would have to be that way. 

Senator Brsie. Through special provisions in the enabling legis- 
lation? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Senator Brste. What effect would the Washoe project have upon 
the development of the agricultural lands and the agricultural economy 
around the Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation? 

Mr. Larson. No effect. That area is not included in the plan. 

Senator Braue. Those are all the questions I have. The staff has 
developed a series of 16 questions which have been answered by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. In the interest of time I am going to have 
these questions and answers, many of which—I think practically all of 
which have been touched on—I am going to ask these questions and 
answers be placed in the record with this testimony. 

Senator MALong. One more thing to make the record clear, Senator 
Bible. ‘The underwriting of the project is based upon the organization 
of the conservancy district which would take all the affected area into 
consideration? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Senator Braue. Thank you very much. 

(The questions and answers referred to by Senator Bible are as 
follows:) 


QUESTIONS ON THE WASHOE ProsJect ASKED BY SENATOR BIBLE AND ANSWERED 
BY THE BurREAU OF RECLAMATION 


1. If flood control benefits in the Washoe project report were based upon present 
day prices as used by the Army engineers in their companion report, what effect 
would it have on evaluating flood control benefits on the Washoe project report 
analysis? 

Answer: If flood control benefits were based on present day prices and the cost 
reallocated accordingly it would increase the flood control allocation $1,100,000 
and reduce the irrigation and drainage allocation by $1 million and the power 
allocation by $100,000. This would reduce the number of years required for 
net power revenues to pay off the unpaid irrigation allocation from 14 to 12. The 
use of project prices for benefit analysis is a procedure adopted by the Department 
of the Interior after careful consideration of alternatives. It is believed proper 
to price benefits as closely as is possible to the time when they are expected to 
accrue. It is equally proper to express costs currently, that is, as of the date 
when incurred. 

2. It is noted that flood damages in the Carson and Truckee River Basins 
average $558,000 annually as evaluated by the Corps of Engineers. About what 
reduction of these annual damages would result from construction of the Washoe 
project? 

Answer: More than 50 percent for the two basins as a whole. Nearly 90 
percent for the city of Reno. 

3. What costs are allocated to irrigation and percent that irrigators repay? 

Answer: 


Construction costs allocated to irrigation and drainage_________- $17, 391, 000 
Percent irrigation and drainage interests will repay —---_____--_- ; 47 
Construction costs allocated to irrigation only__.._.___________-- $14, 512, 000 
Percede wrisesene Wit fees os Soe oe le elec nc eee... -- 37 
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4. What are project costs per acre for new lands? For supplemental water 
acreages? 


Answer: 
Construc- 
Costs tion costs 
Costs per irrigable acre. New land (Carson Valley)-.....-.------------ $772 
Cost per irrigable acre. Supplemental water (Carson Valley) __.--__---- 224 
Cost per irrigable acre. Supplemental water (Empire, Dayton, and Fort 
RINT MEU foe te ecw aoe cede a cub abe enue dese es oer ae 188 


5. Will the allocation of project costs be reviewed prior to construction of 
this project? 

Answer: The tentative allocation of project costs will be reviewed and adjusted 
where necessary prior to construction. Such a review is normally made during 
the preparation of the definite plan report which sets forth in detail the plan 
of development of the project. This report is usually prepared following author- 
ization and prior to actual construction. 

6. What can be done to determine in advance schedules allowing for flow 
releases during dry years based on some method of predicting water supplies 
which is consistent with good water conservation practices? 

Answer: The most effective means of predicting water supplies for the purpose 
of conservation of water and operation of storage facilities are runoff predictions 
determined from snow survey and precipitation data. This means of forecasting 
the runoff from various watersheds is based primarily on the water content of 
the snow pack that is sampled on selected representative areas designated as 
snow courses, usually beginning about the first of February each year. These 
courses are also sampled on or about March 1, April 1, or even as late as May 1, 
of the year in which the runoff occurs, and forecasts can be made on each of 
those dates. The accuracy obtained from these forecasts depends upon the 
length of record available together with the accuracy of the snow survey itself 
and watershed soil conditions and precipitation that occurs during the anticipated 
runoff season. Generally speaking, the accuracy of the forecasts is within 10 
or 15 percent of the recorded runoff. Streamflow forecasting based on snow 
surveys and precipitation data has been successfully used for many years in 
the Truckee and Carson River Basins. 

7. What preference customers are there in the Washoe project market area? 

Answer: At the present time there are two preference customers in the Washoe 
project market area—Truckee Public Utilities District and the Truckee-Carson 
Irrigation District. Should a conservancy district be formed it would also be a 
preference customer. 

8. Is it possible that preservation, propagation, and development of fish and 
wildlife be declared a purpose of the project and their development made non- 
reimbursable, providing benefits exceed costs? Would special provisions in the 
authorizing legislation hereon be required? 

Answer: It is the policy of the Department of the Interior to protect and develop 
fish and wildlife resources so far as such protection and development can be ob- 
tained within costs commensurate with the anticipated benefits, and so far as they 
do not preclude proper development of irrigation and other allied works or unduly 
impair the efficiency of the project for irrigation purposes. Accordingly, the 
preservation and propagation of these resources has been made one of the purposes 
of the project. Public Law 732 provides that “the Secretary of the Interior 
shall, in addition to allocations to be made under section 9 of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), make findings on the part of the estimated 
cost of the project which can properly be allocated to the preservation and propa- 
gation of fish and wildlife, and costs allocated pursuant to such findings shall not 
be reimbursable.”” You may wish, nevertheless, to consider special provisions in 
the authorizing legislation to remove any doubt, if that is what you desire. 

9. In the event the project is constructed, what steps will be necessary to insure 
that Federal land and project waters owned and controlled by the project operator, 
be open to free use and access by the public for hunting and fishing? 

Answer: Access by the public can be provided for as a provision of the con- 
tract between the United States and the contracting entity operating the project 
for Federal lands withdrawn or acquired for the Washoe project use. 

10. What steps can be taken to insure that minimum pools will be established 
to maintain fish life in the proposed reservoirs after consultation with various 
groups affected? 

Answer: All the major reservoirs of the project have been planned with mini- 
mum dead storage pools for irrigation, power, and silt-control purposes. It is 
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anticipated that these pools will be sufficient to maintain fish life. There are 
25,000 acre-feet of dead storage in Watasheamu, 1,000 acre-feet dead storage in 
Stampede, and 650 acre-feet minimum dead storage in Dressler diversion dam. 

11. What can be done to insure that releases of water to the natural stream 
beds will be made from the lowest possible elevations in the reservoirs? 

Answer: The outlet gates of a dam and reservoir are normally placed at the 
lowest elevation above the inactive capacity of the reservoir so as to permit the 
maximum release of stored water. This automatically permits releases of the 
cooler lower level reservoir water to the stream beds. 

12. Is supplemental water furnished presently irrigated lands in the California 
portion of the project area? 

Answer: Yes; the only irrigated lands in California requiring supplemental 
water are in Carson Valley. Some of these lands lie above storage facilities of 
the Washoe project. At the present time they are served from the West Fork 
of the Carson River on the rotation basis and during the irrigation season receive 
water 7 days out of each 14. Under project operation they could have the 
whole flow of the West Fork during periods of low flow, thus doubling their 
supply for such periods. During extremely dry years they will be short of water 
in the late part of the irrigation season. The supply, while not quite as good 
as that for lands under storage facilities, is relatively dependable. Detailed 
studies normally prepared as a part of the definite plan report on the project may 
permit further firming up of the water supply for these lands. 

13. Why wasn’t new land in California furnished water? 

Answer: Most of the new lands in California lie above elevation 5,700. Since 
there are other lands in the project area lying below this high elevation that 
could be supplied water at a lower cost figure, and which in turn would provide 
greater agricultural benefits (more production per acre) no new lands in California 
were included in the initial development plan. Ultimate development of the 
basins provides for storage at Hope Valley which could provide irrigation water 
for lands in Alpine County, Calif. 

14. What will be the effect of the Washoe project on the littoral owners 
Lake Tahoe? 

Answer: The net effect of the Washoe project will be minor on the littoral 
owners at Lake Tahoe. The Washoe project feasibility report of September 1954 
includes a graph comparing historical Lake Tahoe fluctuations with those of the 
proposed project operations. The graph shows that under the proposed project 
plan the high water level of 6,229.1 was reached more frequently than under 
historic conditions. It also shows that the lower water level of 6,223 would be 
reached less frequently with the project plan. Had the fluctuation chart also 
shown a line reflecting the operation of all existing storage facilities under the 
more efficient conservation measures presently practiced through the same 
period, it would have shown that project operation and present actual operation 
would be very nearly the same. Under the plan of ultimate development it is 
proposed to transfer the top 1.1 feet of storage from Lake Tahoe to another site. 
Thus, the maximum elevation of Lake Tahoe would be reduced to 6,228. 

15. Is there any conflict between the Washoe project and the ultimate full 
potential development of agricultural possibilities at the Pyramid Lake Indian 
Reservation? 

Answer: There is no conflict between the Washoe project and the ultimate 
potential development of agricultural possibilities at the Pyramid Lake Indian 
teservation. Allowance was made for the acreage and water allotted to the 
Indians under the Truckee River final decree in these studies prior to development 
of irrigation supplies for the Washoe project. Under the decree 2,745 acres of 
reservation benchlands are allotted 15,400 acre-feet, and 3,130 acres of reserva- 
tion bottom lands are allotted 14,700 acre-feet of water with first priority from the 
natural flows of the Truckee River. Capacity has been provided in the existing 
Truckee Canal, a feature of the Newlands project, to facilitate delivery of this 
decreed water to the Indian benchlands. 

16. Can Stampede Reservoir be constructed to permit its enlargement to 
175,000 acre-feet capacity? 

Answer: Yes, the dam could be initially designed and constructed to facilitate 
later enlargement. 


Senator Bisie. Our next witness is Mr. Hugh Woodward, Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Mr. Woodward. We are very happy to have you 
with us. Please be seated. Identify yourself for the purpose of the 
record and identify this other gentleman on your right. 


71523—56——3 
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Mr. Doren E. Woopwarp. Here are copies of the statement which 
is short and which I propose to read. 

I have with me Daniel W. Straighter who did most of the investi- 
gation on this project. 

I would like the opportunity to read this statement, Mr. Chairman 
and committee members. 

My name is Doren E. Woodward, regional supervisor of river 
basin studies in region 1 of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the office 
of which is located in Portland, Oreg. 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service is interested in the 
Washoe project of the Bureau of Reclamation as proposed for auth- 
orization in Senate bill 497. The Service has certain responsibilities 
under the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S. C. 661), 78th 
Congress often referred to as “Public Law 732.”" In compliance with 
the conditions set forth under this law the Office of River Basin 
Studies of the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared a detailed report, 
published in May 1954, on the fish and wildlife resources in relation 
to the water development plan for the Washoe project on Truckee and 
Carsen Rivers in California and Nevada. In the preparation of this 
report careful consideration was given to State and interstate problems 
involved as well as to phases of the project which are considered to be 
of national significance. 

It has been our constant aim to fit our recommendations to a 
development plan which would be compatible with the aims of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the water users and provide for the 
conservation and development of fish and wildlife resources involved. 
In view of the responsibility of the Service in the management of the 
Nation’s migratory waterfowl resource, protected by treaties with the 
Dominion of Canada and the Republic of Mexico, we are especially 
concerned that the project do nothing which would have an adverse 
effect upon migratory waterfowl or its habitat. 

The 1954 report of the Fish and Wildlife Service is included as part 
of the supporting material of the Bureau of Reclamation regional 
director’s report of September 1954. The report of the Commissioner 
of Reclamation, dated October 12, 1954, specifically includes the pres- 
ervation and development of fish and wildlife resources as one of the 
project purposes and refers to the Service recommendations contained 
on pages 94 to 97 of the supporting material. This report of the Com- 
missioner was endorsed and adopted by the Secretary of the Interior 
on October 18, 1954. This full departmental report is referred to in 
the Department’s legislative report on S. 497 of September 20, 1955. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service made 14 recommendations, of which 
9 have already been included in the development plans of the Bureau 
of Reclamation. These provide for minimum flows at certain specific 
points, for the construction of a fish ladder at Calvada Dam and for 
the provision of facilities to permit deer to cross certain canals. Recog- 
nizing that the full effects of the project works on fish and wildlife 
resources can only be definitely appraised after structural design and 
operating criteria are determined, studies are continuing in accordance 
with recommendations 2 and 11 seeking particularly to solve fishery 
problems below Lake Tahoe and Pyramid Lake. It is anticipated 
that as the result of these investigations, in cooperation with the Cali- 
fornia Department of Fish and Game and the Nevada Fish and Game 
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Commission, adequate measures for the protection of the resources 
can be provided. 

The several plans for improving conditions for fish will be investi- 
gated further in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation engi- 
neers. Such means-and measures as are necessary to accomplish all 
of the recommendations contained in the Service report of May 1954 
should be provided together with such funds as may be necessary on 
a nonreimbursable basis. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be heard. 

Senator Bisite. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodward. 

Senator Matonr. What are the five recommendations that are not 
included now and you think should be included? 

Mr. Woopwarp. May I refer to the report? 

Senator MaLonsg. Yes. 

(Mr. Woodward subsequently submitted the following amended 
statement: ) 


(By Doren E. Woodward, representing the United States Fish and Wildlife Service) 


The answer to the question (by Senator Malone) as to which five of the Service 
recommendations were not fully accepted by the Bureau of Reclamation, is as 
follows: 

“Recommendation No. 1 (b) relative to releases below Derby Dam of 35 
second-feet (if possible into Pyramid Lake) was accepted on a qualified basis by 
the following language in the regional director’s report (p. 96): 

“¢A minimum release of 35 second-feet at Derby Dam * * * would decrease 
the planned irrigation supply. Water released at Derby Dam plus inflow to the 
stream would provide a flow of 35 second-feet some distance below the dam 
Part of this water would be used consumptively, however, and would not reach 
Pyramid Lake.’ 

“Recommendation No. 1 (c) relative to the release of 35 second-feet at Watashe- 
ama Dam was questioned since the provision of this flow would result in a decrease 
in power production of 559,000 kilowatt-hours per year though it would not 
influence irrigation plans. 

“Recommendation No. 1 (d) which relates to 80 second-feet at Dressler diver- 
sion dam was conditionally accepted by the comment in the regional director’s 
report (p. 96) * * * ‘could be made without injury to other project purposes 
except in the fall and winter months of occasional extremely dry years.’ 

“Recommendation No. 5 relating to releases of water to streamflow below 
Stampede Dam was to provide 12 second-feet minimum flow. It was found by 
the Bureau that this would decrease potential power production of Calvada 
powerplant by about 5,950,000 kilowatt-hours per year, making questionable the 
feasibility of the powerplant. The Bureau also found, however, that “a minimum 
of flow of about 6 second-feet at the dam with a minimum flow of 12 second-feet 
into Boca Reservoir could be maintained * * * without serious curtailment of 
power production.”’ This alternative flow regimen has been accepted by the 
California Department of Fish and Game and probably will be the solution 
adopted. 

‘Rencusinendetion No. 6, which states that ‘releases to streamflow below 
Derby Dam include all water decreed to lands located downstream from this 
point,’ brought forth the following statement (p. 97) in the regional director’s 
report: ‘As lands served by Truckee River below Derby Dam become fully 
developed, water will be released to them in accordance with their decreed 
rights * * *. Until such development takes place the release of water past 
Derby Dam will be subject to interpretation of the rights of claimants to the 
water and to economic considerations as to possibility for most beneficial use of 
the water.’ 

“Recommendations Nos. 9 and 10, which relate to deer protective measures 
along the Carson Canal, the Bureau states that ‘Flumed and lined sections of 
the Carson Canal could be fenced and earth-covered bridges across the canal 
could be constructed at a nominal increase in project cost.’ This question is 
not insurmountable.” 

It should be noted that recommendations Nos. 2, 7, and 11 provide for additional 
investigations and studies, which can be carried on during project construction, 
pointed toward solutions of the problems raised by the recommendations. 
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Mr. Woopwarp. No. 2, which is included, is studies and negotia- 
tions to be conducted cooperatively by the Bureau of Ree lamation, 
the California Department of Fish and Game and the Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission to devise criteria for annual scheduling of 
releases from Lake Tahoe which will provide handling of the stream- 
flow as consistent to the water conservation practice and secure an 
operating agreement among all agencies providing release of water 
from the lake, resulting from the application of the devised criteria. 
Quite obviously that takes further time. 

Senator Matonr. What do you mean? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That calls for further negotiations and investiga- 
tions of the plans and possible supplies and releasing of operating 
criteria. 

Senator Matone. In the interest of the project itself—and you 
understand | am speaking as one member of the committee—we do 
not want to delay the project. We do not want to do anything that 
will prevent the proper regulation of any feature of the project which 
includes fish and wildlife. We do not want to do anything that will 
preclude a further development that might be necessary in any direc- 
tion of the major objectives of the project. So in the testimony here 
today I am very much interested in anyone that wants to hold the 
project up. If that is what you want to do let’s have it. 

Mr. Woopwarp. No, sir; indeed not. The Department is in favor 
of the authorization of the Washoe project. The studies that are 
referred to here can be carried on concurrently, for the most part. 
Many of the ac agp? structural design problems will have to be deter- 
mined before we can reach a final determination. It can be done 
cooperatively. 

Senator Matone. Right at the moment if we authorize the project 
at the earliest possible time; then the designs that they mention here, 
detail designs, can be made to conform to what you are now outlining? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is correct. 

Senator Matong. Then you are not objecting to an immediate 
authorization of the project in line with the report that has been 
submitted by the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No, sir. 

Senator Matone. In your opinion this report, if it were to be 
authorized as set forth in the report, does not preclude the full develop- 
ment of the fish and wildlife possibilities of the region? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No. To the contrary, I think it considers them 
fully. 

Senator Matone. It does further the objectives because the works 
proposed here are necessary to the full development? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes. 

Senator Matone. That is all. 

Senator Binite. Congressman Engle. 

Congressman Eneue. I think Senator Malone has covered the 
matter. 

Senator Binie. I have one question. I am wondering what the 
meaning of the last sentence of your statement is, that reads: 

Such means and measures as are necessary to accomplish all of the reeommenda- 
tions contained in the Service report of May 1954 shovld be provided together 
with such funds as may be necessary on a nonreimbursable basis. 


Can you throw any more light on that particular statement? 
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Mr. Woopwarp. The thought expressed there is tied in part to 
cover 732, as we refer to it, which authorizes the expenditure for the 
mitigation of losses to be on a nonreimbursable basis. Further ex- 
penditures for resources that are of that significance could be included 
through authorization by the Congress as nonreimbursable items. 

Senator Biste. They would have to be special—-by special pro- 
visions in the enabling legislation? 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is correct. 

Senator Biste. We have considerable precedent for it. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes. 

Senator Braue. Mr. Lineweaver. 

Mr. Lineweaver. For the record, Mr. Woodward and Mr. Larson 
are appearing by direction of the Department. 

Senator Brsie. The record will so note. 

Senator Matone. One thing that I have understood so far. | 
think this is necessary, Senator Bible, so we do not have any echoes 
of this thing after we leave for Washington and bring this bill before 
our committee early. I understand now that you have testified there 
is nothing in this project that cannot be fully corrected in the detail 
of the design later, nothing in this project now that would preclude a 
full working-out of the fish and wildlife protection in the detail design 
of the project as we go along. 

Mr. Woopwarp. From the project as reported, from the feasibility 
report. 

Senator Martone. I understood from Mr. Larson’s testimony re- 
lating to the compact—and if I am wrong I would like Mr. Larson 
to speak up—that there is nothing that can possibly be considered in 
the compact that cannot be adjusted in this bill. Whatever, they 
agree upon later can be adjusted in the regulation and operation of 
the project under the legislation as now recommended by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and represented by this bill. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes. 

Senator Mautone. In other words, the area that is going to be 
considered by the compact negotiators, California and Nevada 
whatever conditions they decide upon can be adjusted under the 
project as now recommended—f it is authorized in that manner, the 
regulation can conform to the compact that may be agreed upon 
later. Is that true, Mr. Larson? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

Senator Brsie. The answer as I understand it is yes, as I understand 
from Mr. Larson. 

Thank you, Mr. Woodward. 

Our next witness is Col. William Ely of the Corps of Army Engin- 
eers. We are very happy to have you with us, Colonel Ely. 

Colonel Exy. Senators Bible and Malone: There seems to be some 
misunderstanding. I did not intend to make any sort of prepared 
statement and have none ready to distribute, but I have some notes 
here that I was going to answer questions from in case questions were 
asked. 

Senator Brsie. We are very happy to have you give us your views 
from the standpoint of the Corps of Army Engineers, as it integrates 
into this particular project. 

Colonel Ety. Suppose I read these off. 


’ 
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1. General: The Corps of Engineers has a channel improvement 
project on the Truckee River, which is closely related to the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s Washoe project now under discussion. It was author- 
ized last year. The corps project has been designed to fit into and 
supplement broader flood-control plans for the Truckee River Basin 
contemplated for the future. With this objective in mind, the chan- 
nel plan of the corps was carefully coordinated with the Washoe project 
of the Bureau during the formative stages of both projects. Author- 
ization for construction of the channel project by the Corps of Engi- 
neers stipulates that it may not be constructed unless the Washoe 
project also is authorized. 

2. Description of corps channel project: The principal features of 
the channel-improvement project include enlargement of the river 
channel for a short distance below the outlet of Lake Tahoe and 
through the reach of Truckee Meadows below Reno. Some inter- 
mittent channel work of a minor nature, and debris-removal facilities 
at Derby Dam are also included. The work at Lake Tahoe outlet 
will not affect the natural rim but will permit more rapid release of 
water in flood emergencies, which will slightly reduce flood damages 
around the lakeshore on “s average. The channel work in Truckee 
Meadows will afford a moderate degre ec of protection that area, which 
would be improved by reservoir storage such as contemplated in the 
Washoe project. The estimated first cost of the channel project is in 
the order of $1,100,000, of which the Federal share is about $900,000 
and the non-Federal share is $200,000. 

Washoe project: The Flood Control Act of 1944 assigns to the 
Corps of Engineers the responsibility for establishing suitable rules 
and regulations for the flood-control operation of Federal reservoirs. 
In accordance with this responsibility, we have made cooperative 
studies of a preliminary nature with the Bureau of Reclamation to 
estimate the flood-control capabilities of the Washoe project reservoirs 
based on the multiple-purpose operation constipbeten by the Bureau. 
The flood-control operation would be designed to provide the maxi- 
mum flood-control effectiveness obtainable without material impair- 
ment of the other functions of the reservoirs. Essentially, the 
operation would involve reservation of certain vacant space during 
the critical rain-flood season, and evacuation of further storage space 
if indicated to be necessary by snowmelt forecasts just prior to the 
spring runoff each year. The joint studies indicate that the Washoe 
project reservoirs, in conjunction with the channel project to be 
constructed by the corps, would be capable of providing a very sub- 
stantial degree of flood protection in the Truckee and Carson River 
Basins, except in the area around Lake Tahoe. 

Our overall review of the Washoe project indicates it to be a 
well-conceived and much-needed improvement. It appears to be 
sound from an engineering and economic viewpoint, and its construc- 
tion would be an important advance toward satisfying the water 
control needs of the two basins. 

Comprehensive flood control: As previously mentioned, the 
Washoe project combined with the authorized channel project of the 
Corps would not solve the serious flood problem around the shoreline 
of Lake Tahoe. Also, some additional protection would be needed 
for Reno to insure that the city is adequately protected. The com- 
prehensive flood-control investigation by the corps of the Truckee 
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and Carson River Basins authorized by the 1938 Flood Control 
remains to be completed. As soon as the Washoe project plans are 
crystallized, and the necessary funds are available, we propose to 
make a report on the overall flood-control situation. A determination 
can best be made at that time of the remaining flood-control needs of 
the basins, in order to establish a properly balanced plan for com- 
prehensive flood protection. 

(Colonel Ely subsequently submitted the following additional 
statement: ) 

Corrs or ENGINEERS, UNITED StTatres ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE District ENGINEER, SACRAMENTO DistTRICT, 
Sacvamer to, Ca if., October 25, 1955 
Mr. G. W. LinEWEAVER, 
Staff Assistart, Committee on Interior ard Insucar Affai:: 
Urited States Serate, Washir gion, D. C 


DeaR Mr. LINEWEAVER: During the recent hearing in Reno, Nev., concerning 


the Washoe project, Senator Malone asked me to obtain from the Sacramento 
regional office of the Bureau of Peclamation, certain information relative to 
the power generated by the facilities of the Central Valley project. 


The regional director states that the dependable power capacity of CVP in 
the near future will be 537,000 kilowatts at the load center near Tracy Ulti- 
mately, after demands for irrigation water ha\ e reached their expected maximum, 
the dependable capacity will be about 327,000 kilowatts at the load center. 
This is based on agreement with Pacific Gas & Electric. 

I have been unable to obtain a figure of firm capacity that could be provided 
by CVP. without any consideration ot a P. G. & F. hookup. The average annual 
generation for the next 20 years is estimated to be 2,441 million kilowatt-hours. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wo. J. Fy, 
Co'one', Corps of Engineers, District Enginee 

Senator Matonr. The Army engineers are an integral part of this 
project. Now, you have said that you think that this additional 
project, which is, of course, the real project of the tien area—the 
first authorized project was a minor part of it, and a very necessary 
part—that there is nothing in this report now of the project as it is 
now before us but what is sound from an engineering st andpoint and 
fits in with the originally authorized project. Is that what I under- 
stand you to say? 

Colonel Ery. That is correct. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matonr. Now, there are some questions. You have 
heard the testimony of Mr. Larson; you have heard my questions 
that there might be a slight reduc ‘tion or some reduction in the re pay- 
ment costs for irrigation if the two projects were carried as a joint 
project. You heard the question and the answer? 

Colonel Evy. Yes. 

Senator Matone. There is some question about it. Do you have 
any objec ‘tion—the Army engineers have any objection—if we saw fit 
under the conservation district that is to be organized, under which 
the project will be constructed—if it were considered as a joint 
project? There are now two projects in their allocation costs. 

Colonel E.y. Senator Malone, so far as I know, we would have no 
objection. I agree with Mr. Larson, however, that if you bring in 
the additional cost of the work we propose, which is in the neighbor- 
hood of $1,100,000, and you use the separable costs-remaining benefit 
method of allocation, that the effect on the irrigation repayment 
would be negligible, if anything. 








36 WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA 

Senator Martone. I understand what your present opinion is, but 
there are differences of opinion. What I asked you was: You or your 
Department have no objection to such consideration? 

Colonel Ey. We have no objection. 

Senator MaLonr. Now, you say it does not solve the flood-control 
problem in Lake Tahoe, nor entirely in the city of Reno—and I pre- 
sume you take in Sparks and the other cities on the stream? 

Colonel Exry. Yes. 

Senator MaLonr. Now, let me ask you, does this additional study 
that you consider necessary in any way change the features of this 
project? That is maybe putting it a little more direct, if we go ahead 
with this project at this time there is nothing, in your opinion, that 
will develop that cannot be taken care of under this project or by 
further work, with which this project will not interfere? 

Colonel ELy. Nothing that I can see would develop or would need 
change. 

Senator Martone. In other words, then, your testimony is to the 
effect that we should proceed at once, as soon as Congress may author- 
ize the project, to construct these two projects, separately or jointly, 
as they are now outlined, and then the further study is simply to deter- 
mine if there are further works within the benefit clause—that is to 
say, benefits exceed the cost—your further study will dtermine that 
possibility but in no way interfere with this project that is now before 
us, or this project would not interfere with any further improvements 
that might be found necessary by your studies? 

Colonel Ety. I can see none. 

Congressman Enaur. I think I have no questions. 

Senator Braue. I have no questions. Thank you, Colonel. Thank 
you very much for your kindness in coming. 

The views of the State of Nevada are presented by three men, Hugh 
Shamberger, State engineer, Morley W. Griswold, Nevada State Fish 
and Game Commission, and W. W. White, Nevada State Health 
Department. 

I think we can lead off with Hugh Shamberger, the State engineer. 
Mr. Shamberger. 

Mr. SHampercer. Mr. Chairman, my report to be read is quite 
long, but I could save a little time by briefing through it and leaving 
out some of the material already covered. 

Senator Matone. Then submit it for the record. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes, if that is satisfactory. 

Senator Birnie. Completely satisfactory. You may proceed in that 
manner, Mr. Shamberger. 

Mr. SHampercer. My name is Hugh A. Shamberger. I am State 
engineer of Nevada and appearing here on behalf of the State of 
Nevada. 

On February 4, 1955, the State of Nevada submitted its official 
comments on the Washoe project, Nevada-California feasibility 
report, dated September 1954. In our comments we endorsed the 
Washoe project as detailed in the above-mentioned feasibility report 
and requested its immediate authorization with the suggestion that 
the enabling authorization should contain certain provisions not 
covered in the report. These provisions were: 

For a review of the allocation of projects costs prior to con- 
struction, such costs to reflect benefits for: (1) National Park Service, 
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publie health and fish and wildlife items and to flood-control benefits 
based on present day prices, and (2) joint project pursuant to the 
Corps of Army Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation Reports. 

(6) That preservation, propagation, and development of fish and 
wildlife be declared a purpose of the project and their development be 
made nonreimbursable, providing their benefits exceed their costs. 

That during the preparation of the definite plan report, con- 
tinued studies be made of the high water elevation of Lake Tahoe 
under project operation, with the view of determining the effect of 
such high water to littoral property owners and the possibility of 
relief therefrom. 

(d) That the excess land provision of the Federal reclamation laws 
should not be applicable to lands receiving supplementary water 
under the Washoe project. 

By letter dated March 22, 1955, Commissioner of Reclamation, 
W. A. Dexheimer, submitted his report on the Washoe project, 
Nevada-California. In reference to the provision noted above, the 
Commissioner stated that he concurred in and expected to accommo- 
date items (a), (6), and (c) in any future studies of the Washoe project. 
In connection with item (d), which pertains to the excess-land provi- 
sion of the Federal reclamation laws, the Commissioner stated that: 
‘item (d), however, raises a policy problem of major importance. On 
the other hand, Federal assistance to irrigation in the form of interest- 
free money has traditionally been justified by the creation of family- 
size farms, thereby spreading benefits to the greatest possible number 
of people. On the other hand, a long-established irrigation com- 
munity is affected and strict application of existing laws may cause 
some readjustment and engender some opposition.” 


EXCESS LAND PROVISION 


In connection with the excess-land provision, I would like to point 
out that Congress under an act of November 29, 1940 (54 Stat. 1219), 
provided that the excess-land provision of the Federal reclamation 
laws shall not be applicable to land in the Washoe County Water 
Conservation District, Nevada, irrigated from Boca Reservoir, 
Truckee River storage project, Nevada. The lands referred to as 
being exempt from the excess-land provisions are lands located in the 
general area surrounding Reno and Sparks, known as the Truckee 
Meadows, and which will receive supplemental water under the Washoe 
project which is now being considered by your committee. 

It would appear to me that Congress, having seen fit to waive the 
excess-land provisions under an existing project utilizing Truckee 
River water on lands which will receive supplemental water under the 
proposed W ashoe project, and keeping in mind the similarity of condi- 
tions in the Carson Valley, that the authorizing legislation should pro- 
vide for the waiver of the excess-land provision on lands receiving a 
supplemental water supply. The State of Nevada approves the excess- 
land provision as it applies to new land. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has worked very closely with the State 
and other Federal agencies as well as with loc al organizations. The 
close working re lationship between the Bureau and the Corps of Engi- 
neers is certainly to be commended. The plan as proposed in the 
Washoe project report, and which is the subject of S. 497, is similar to 
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the plan originally proposed by the Truckee-Carson Water Users Com- 
mittee. This committee, composed of representation from the various 
water-users organizations within the Truckee and Carson River Basins, 
has immeasurably assisted in working out the various details con- 
nected with the project. Some of the members of this commitiee are 
here today and will testify in detail on various phases of this proposed 
project. 

The Washoe project plan would provide supplemental water for in- 
adequately irrigated lands in Carson Valley and in the downstream 
Empire, Cayton, and Churchill areas, and a full supplv for 5,100 acres 
of new land in Carson Valley. It would also firm the water supply 
during dry cycles for the existing Truckee River storage and Newlands 
projects; provide drainage of high-water tablelands in Carson Valley 
and Truckee Meadows; provide incidental flood benefits and develop 
considerable power for use in the project area, presently dependent 
largely upon power imported to the area. 


FLOOD-CONTROL PROGRAM OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


In the flood-control bill of 1954 Congress authorized certain flood- 
control measures on the Truckee River proposed by the Corps of Engi- 
neers in its interim report dated April 15, 1954. The authorization 
contained a proviso that such authorization would not become effec- 
tive unless and until the Washoe reclamation project shall have been 
authorized pursuant to law. This means of course that before the 
flood-control measures proposed by the Corps of Engineers can be 
constructed the Washoe project must have been authorized. 

Damaging floods on the Truckee River are very real. The uncon- 
trolled floodwaters become more and mcre damaging as the area de- 
velops. The damage resulting from the 1950 flood on the Truckee 
River exceeded $2 million in Reno alone. The Corps of Engineers 
found that future floods will cause damages of more than $400,000 per 
year on the average, and that such floods will continue to aggravate a 
serious health and sanitation problem unless protective measures are 
taken. 

The Washoe project would reduce flood flows on both the Truckee 
and Carson Rivers. Figures developed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
indicate reduction in damages attributable to the project would be 
$166,500 in the Truckee River Basin, and $107,400 in the Carson River 
Basin. A saving of $15,000 in loss of potential agricultural lands 
bring the reduction in damages to $288,900. The Corps of Engineers 
found that the average annual benefits accruing jointly to the reser- 
voirs (Washoe project), and channel improvements (Corps of Engi- 
neers) based on 1953 prices were $312,000 for the Truckee River and 
$152,000 for the Carson River, or a total of $464,000 average annual 
benefits for both river basins. 

The flood-control program on the Truckee River by the Corps of 
Engineers, and which is now authorized by Congress and the Washoe 
project of the Bureau of Reclamation now being considered by your 
honorable committee under 8. 497 are so interrelated that they should 
be considered as a unit and S. 497 should be amended to reflect the 
combined flood-control benefits. 
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CONSERVANCY DISTRICT ACT 


Pursuant to the recommendation of Regional Director E. O. Larson, 
in the September 1954 feasibility report, Washoe project, the 1955 
State legislature enacted legislation providing for the creation of water 
conservancy districts. This act was modeled after the Utah Con- 
servancy Act under which several conservancy districts have been 
organized and now operating. A conservancy district, as formed 
under the 1955 act, would be the contracting entity and such district 
would be responsible for the repayment obligations. 


CALIFORNIA-NEVADA COMPACT COMMISSION 


Both of the 1955 Legislatures of California and Nevada enacted 
enabling legislation authorizing the creation of the California-Nevada 
Interstate Compact Commissions whose functions would be the work- 
ing out of an interstate compact relative to the distribution and use of 
the waters of Lake Tahoe and the Truckee, Carson, and Walker 
Rivers and their tributaries and other related matters. Subsequently 
Congress enacted legislation granting the consent of Congress to the 
States of California and Nevada to ne gotiate and enter into a compact 
and providing for the appointment by the President of the United 
States of a Federal representative. 

Gov. Charles Russell has appointed the members of the Nevada 
Compact Commission and the members have held an organizational 
meeting. Within the past week Gov. Goodwin J. Knight, of Cali- 
fornia, appointed the members of the California commission. 

The authorization of the Washoe project should not have to await 
the development of an interstate compact over the waters of the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers and Lake Tahoe. Nevada recognizes 
the right of an equitable division of the unappropriated waters of 
these stream systems. We also recognize that any project orunit 
thereof authorized by S. 497, or any similar legislation pursuant to 
the Washoe project report, will be subject to the provisions of any 
compacts approved by the legislatures of the respective States and by 
Congress. No serious diffic ulties should be encounte ‘red by the two 
States in working out interstate compacts concerning the waters of 
the Carson and ‘Truckee Rivers and Uake Tahoe. 


RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT TO 5S. 497 


It is recommended that S. 497 be amended by language which would 
cover the following points which the State of Nevada feels are essen- 
tial for acceptance by local interests: 

That flood-control benefits arising from the Washoe project and 
the flood-control program of the Corps of Engineers (now condi- 
tionally authorized) be considered as a whole and any benefits in excess 
of costs under the Corps of Engineers program be reflected in the 
allocation of costs on the Washoe project; 

That the excess-land provision as it applied to lands receiving a 
supplemental water supply under the Washoe project be exempted; 
and 


That fish and wildlife benefits be declared a purpose of the 
project and the costs chargeable to such benefits be made nonreim- 
bursable. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The State of Nevada is in full support of this project. In an arid 
State such as Nevada, it is extremely important that our available 
water supplies be placed to the greatest possible use. We are of the 
opinion that the Washoe project, if constructed, would: 

1. Bring about a more balanced economy in the area by: 

(a) Making greater use of scarce water supplies; 

(b) Making the present irrigated area more self-sustaining; 

(c) Creating a better balance between farm areas, range areas, 
and pasturelands for more livestock. 

2. Conserve our water and soil resources through storage, better 
urigation and drainage. 

We are in support of the objectives of S. 497, but we strongly 
recommend your serious consideration to the amendments he retofore 
suggested. 

Senator Braise. Thank you very much, Mr. Shamberger. 

Senator Matone. Thank you. You heard the questioning of Mr. 
Larson and Mr. Woodward with relation to the project, that any 
further construction that may be found necessary through further 
investigation could conform with but not interfere with or ‘could be a 
part of it and coordinated with any further necessary improvements. 
In other words, if Congress authorizes this project there is nothing 
then, in your opinion, that might come later that would interfere with 
the project as now recommended? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That would be my thinking. 

Senator Martone. Also, I see that you are in agreement with the 
questions that I already asked these 2 men, that if vou consider these 

2 projects together—the first interim report of the Army engineers, 
which has been authorized as a project, and the present project 
that there might be a benefit, considering them jointly, in the repay- 
ment, or in the payment—in the amount to be repaid by the irrigated 
landowners. 

Mr. SHamBerGer. I think so very definitely. 

Senator Matone. That is just a difference of opinion, and no one 
apparently has any objection to them being considered together. 
Then the study will determine who is right about it. 

Mr. SHamBercer. That is right. 

Senator Matone. That would suit you all right? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes. 

Senator Matone. Now, the 1940 act, the excess lands provision, 
exempting the excess lands from the Washoe project—do you think it 
should be extended to the entire project that would be covered by the 
conservancy district? 

Mr. SHamBerGer. I think very definitely. I don’t think the 
project would be practical without that. I don’t think we could get 
the repayment contracts. 

Senator Matone. You did explain it to a certain extent, just why 
that was true. You have no objection to the excess lands applying to 
entirely new lands? 

Mr. SHamsBerGer. That is right. 

Senator Matonr. But you have in mind the exemption applying 
only to the lands where a supplemental water supply is being pro- 
vided? 
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Mr. SHaAMBERGER. That isright. Yes, sir. 

Senator MaLone. Now, there is nothing, in your opinion, in this 
project as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation report and through 
the bill that we are now considering, 497, introduced by Senator 
Bible and myself, that could not conform to any compact that might 
later be agreed to? In other words, suppose Congress authorizes this 
project next year—which we sincerely hope that it will—any compact 
provisions of any compact which might be made which may be agreed 
to between the State of Nevada and the State of California, can become 
operative under the proposed project? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matoneg. Therefore, there is no reason for holding up the 
authorization whatsoever? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I don’t see any. 

Senator Matonr. That is all. J want to compliment you on you 
statement. I think it is entirely fair. 

Congressman EnGir. Mr. Shamberger, was your opinion and rec- 
ommendation, as State engineer, requested with reference to the 
action of the Nevada State Legislature in passing a bill providing for 
an interstate compact? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. | don’t quite understand that. 

Congressman ENGLE. Were you asked about that? Was your ree- 
ommendation asked with reference to the action of the State legisla- 
ture in setting up this Nevada commission? 

Mr. SHampercer. | was one of the supporters of that recommenda- 
tion, and I worked very closely with the committee in getting the 
legislation prepared to be enacted by the legislature. 

Congressman ENGir. Why does Nevada think a compact is neces- 
sary or desirable? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Well, there are many problems on all three of 
the river systems and Lake Tahoe. We feel that any future work 
in connection with the States, the rim of Lake Tahoe, if that is planned 
for some time in the future, will require certain understandings and 
agreements, and that can best be done by a compact between the 
States. 

Congressman EnGun. Is there any agreement necessary with respect 
to the division of the supply of water? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. As it relates to unappropriated water, I would 
think that there should be an equitable division. 

Congressman ENGiE. What I can’t understand is why they are 
talking about a compact at all when it is testified here that a compact 
isn’t necessary as a condition precedent to the authorization and the 
construction of this project. In other words, do these fellows just 
want to sit around and talk, or have they got something they are 
going to decide? 

Mr. SHaMBERGER. On the initial phase of project, as pointed out 
by Mr. Larson, no serious disagreement would come about, but in 
any full development of the water resources of the two rivers and 
Lake Tahoe it would be necessary for agreements. I think that the 
best approach to that is by the compact method and to settle them 
now while perhaps we can get them settled before they become aggra- 
vated, you might say. This compact legislation also includes the 
Walker River, which is not a part of the Washoe project. 
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Congressman ENncGuir. My personal view is this. This compact 
business wastes a lot of time, but I just can’t understand why these 
two great sovereign States can be sitting around talking when every- 
body says it hasn’t anything to do with this water situation. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Perhaps we should work out some of these 
problems and settle them now, that will be coming to us in the future. 

Congressman E neue. Is there any plan afoot to expand this project 
of which this is the initial step, where California and Nevada would 
fall into conflict with reference to the allocation for the use of water 
from those three rivers? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. The Bureau of Reclamation in its report covered 
the phases of a full development program, and this project, 497, is 
the initial phase, and if sometime in the future it goes ahead on this 
other basis, which would include additional reservoirs and perhaps the 
lowering of Lake Tahoe, there would be problems. 

Congressman EnGuir. Well, now, that second or third phase is not 
authorized, as I understand it, in this legislation. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct. 

Congressman EnGuir. New and separate legislation would be 
required. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct, and probably a long time in the 
future. 

Congressman EnGuie. Furthermore, the authorization of this first 
phase would not presuppose the authorization of the others unless 
those matters that would appropriately come within a compact were 
settled; is that right? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct. But this project itself is com- 
plete in itself. In other words, it would not interfere with the full 
development, yet it is a complete project by itself. 

Congressman ENnG.Le. But it does not require the settlement of those 
matters which would come under the compact. 

Mr. SHaMBERGER. There may be some items that it will be neces- 
sary to agree upon between California and Nevada, even on this 
project. 

Congressman EnGir. You think, however, that they are so minor 
in nature that the two commissions can undoubtedly get together on 
those prior to perhaps the first of the session which is now coming up? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. I wouldn’t say that. 

Congressman Ener. But you would say—— 

Mr. SHamBerG_er. I would say that I have every hope that they 

could arrive at agreements prior to when we had an appropriation for 
the project. The President has to appoint a Federal representative. 
Then we have initial meetings. It will take probably a few months to 
get underway. But I feel that we should be able to arrive at the 
settlement of any of these problems that may come before us within a 
year or two. 
“ Congressman ENGLE. Well, now, one other question, Mr. Shamber- 
ger. I noted your recommendation with reference to the 160-acre 
limitation. Would you give me a short and concise definition of 
‘new land.” 

Mr. SHamperGer. Yes. New lands are virgin lands now in sage- 
brush. That is, on this project; no irrigation whatsoever. They 
would have to be cleared, leveled, and completely developed. 
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Congressman ENGue. Referring to lands in private or public 
ownership? 

Mr. SHaAMBeERGER. I think some of the lands under this project 
5,000 acres; a small amount; I forget now how the division is—some 
are both public and private. 

Congressman EnGuier. But in any case, your definition of new lands 
would be lands on which there is presently no supply of water? 

Mr. SHaMBERGER. That is correct. 

Congressman ENGirE. Even underground water? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. It is without water if it is not being used. In 
other words, the land is presently in sagebrush. 

Congressman Encik. Than!: you very much. 

Senator Martone. I have just one more question. In view of this 
doubt that is injected into the answers, I think Senator Engle is en- 
tirely correct in his questions to determine 

Voices. Senator Engle? 

Senator Matonr. Congressman Engle. He is just with the wrong 


party. 
He has worked closely with us, and we depend upon him as we will 
in the future. And we have worked closely on projects in California 


as well as the other 11 States—on the details on the Fulsom project 
and the Central Valley project. We know that Congressman Engle 
is interested in getting all the facts just as we are today. 

Congressman Enote. We have a very clear recollection of the 
Senator’s very strong sponsorship of the Central Valley project for 
which he was one of the first spokesman, and on which he was one of 
the early engineers and advocates. 

Senator Matone. I was consulting engineer on the Central Valley 
project. It is a very meritorious project. 

What I have been trying to do today is to clear the record for a 
future compact and what it might mean in connection with this 
legislation. We want to be able to assure Congress that there is 
nothing in this project proposed today that, if authorized, would 
interfere in any manner with anything that might later be agreed upon 
in a compact. In other words, the project as proposed. today, if 
authorized this coming year in the second session of the 84th Congress, 
any compact agreement carried out under the project as proposed. 
any agreement that might be arrived at between California and 
Nevada, could be made a part of this project as carried out as now 
proposed in this legislation. 

Mr. SHaMBeRGER. I think so, Senator. 

Senator Matonz. Well, I would like to have a definite answer 
because there is one thing about it, Hugh. You know as State engineer 
and I] know as State engineer preceding you for several years—you 
can’t say “maybe” or “probably” when you come to the legislative 
stage. You have to know what you are talking about. Today we 
want to clear this record because if this c ompact is in any way designed 
to delay the project, we are bound to get into trouble. 

So you believe that there is nothing in this project as proposed 
today that could not be made to conform to any agreement that 
California and Nevada representatives may arrive at? 

Mr. SHampercer. I| think I can answer that in the affirmative. 
Definitely yes. 
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Senator Martone. That is very important. I am glad that you did 
that, Hugh, because sometimes there is some advantage to being 
mixed up in these projects for 30 and 35 vears as I have. We are all 
familiar with compacts that have been proposed and are used to a 
delaying action, and we do not want that to happen here at all, 
and if this project as proposed today can be made to conform, as 
testified to by Mr. Larson and Mr. Woodward and others before 
the committee, with any agreement that may later be arrived at 
between these two States, then that is a definite thing, and we can 
go ahead at the coming session, which we are willing to do in the 
Senate—I know I am speaking for my colleague—with no possibility 
that we will be receiving wires saying, ‘‘Wait until we meet for this 
or that.”’ If we ever get such wires after this testimony you are going 
to get them right back again. 

Mr. SHampercer. I might say, Senator, if we had any idea that 
forming the compact commission and trying to now work out under- 
standings with California that maybe can be done now but in future 
years would perhaps be a little more difficult—if we thought that in 
any way delayed the project, we wouldn’t have gone ahead with it. 

Senator Matone. | am certain of that. 

Now, then, you have explained, and the Army engineers have 
explained, and Mr. Larson has explained, that the construction of 
that project in nowise will interfere with further developments of the 
river any that any future compact can be made to conform to it. 
They have made the investigation, and they know all the future 
developments can a coordinated with any agreement. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. That is correct. 

lesiaior Rhakoun. “Any compact you may arrive at, the operation 
of this project can be regulated and made to be in conformance with 
it? 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matone. That is all. 

Senator Brsie. I think Senator Malone asked the same question 
I was going to ask. S. 497 does not need to await the development 
of your compact for passage or final approval. I think the record is 
clear on that. 

Thank you very much for your clear and concise statement. 

Mr. SHAMBERGER. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Braue. It is now 8 minutes after 12. We will stand in 
recess until 1:30. 

Mr. Linewnaver. Mr. Larson, will you please insert in the record 
a tabulation showing the estimated irrigation and drainage repay- 
ment on an acreage basis. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 
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TABLE 49.—Estimated irrigation and drainag: repayment } 
It Increased operation Dan ae ; 
maintenance ind : : 
ee replacement ce — 
Project | Wate 
‘ cre a 
ype of ser e land are < Per Per 
\@cres) | project | Per | 2° Per |. 
oot of I l f f otal 
acre acre roiect acre , 
fect project project 
wate \ er 


Full irrigation service land Carson 


Valley 5,100 | 19,700 $1.95 $9,910 $3.75 $19. 110 
Supplemental irrigation service land 
Carson Valley 19,990 | 22,360 $0.50 | 11, 220 $1.65 x6 ROD 
Empire, Dayton, and Fort Churchill 
areas 6, 300 5, 900 . 50 2, 950 1. 65 » 7H 
Existing Truckee River storage and 
newlands projects 84, 070 3, 070 A) 1, 540 1. 6F 070 


Supplemental irrigation and drainage 
service land: 


Carson Valley 





Irrigation service. - \18.170 | 20.340 . 50 | 10, 200 : 1. 65 3, 180 
Drainage service { 13.45 7, 700 1. 65 29. 880) 
Truckee River torage project 
(Truckee Meadows 
Irrigation service leo f AO 610 1.6 2 
12, 730 1, 231 . _ 
Drainage service f \ .55 7,000 | 2. 20 2 
Total 5 abs 146, 360 | 72, 600 51, 130 : 6) 
! All figures shown are on an average annual basis and are rounded to nearest 5-cent figure. 
ro simplify administration of the project repayment, a uniform annual! installment rate per 
of project water is recommended for all supplemental service land 
The payment capacity for drainage service land was based on the actual cost Where both drainage 
ind supplemental irrigation service woulda be provided, the actual construction and operation, ma C- 
nance, and replacement costs of the drains were deducted from the total payment capacity of both services 
in order to determine the repayment for the associated supplemental water, 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Birnie. The meeting will come to order. The senior 
Senator, Senator Malone, asked that we proceed, that he would be 
delayed for a few moments. 

I think the next witness that we have on our schedule is Bill Gris- 
wold of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission. We are glad to 
have you with us, Bill. 

Mr. Moriey W. Griswo tp. Senators, if it is permissible, I would 
like to read parts of my statement and make additional comments, 
based on statements that have been made previously today. 

Senator Bisie. It would be entirely agreeable. You may proceed 
in that manner. 

Mr. Griswoip. My name is Morley W. Griswold. I am the assist- 
ant director of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission, 51 Grove 
Street, Reno, Nev. On behalf of the Nevada Fish and Game Com- 
mission I would like to submit the following comments on Senate bill 
497, and I would like to make it clear that these comments are the 
comments of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission and not neces- 
sarily the views or do they represent the views of the organized sports- 
men of Nevada or California 

The Nevada Fish and Game Commission, a State agency authorized 
and directed by law to manage the wildlife resources of the State of 
Nevada, has considerable interest in any legislation which would 
authorize a project materially affecting the waters of this State. 
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Review of Bureau of Reclamation’s feasibility report of the Washoe 
project, dated September 1954, and Senate bill 497, which would 
authorize the project as outlined in the report, the Nevada Fish and 
Game Commission is of the opinion that the Senate bill in question 
should be amended to prevent irreparable damage from being done 
to the wildlife resources of the project area. 

The Commission feels further that the national recreational sig- 
nificance of the area to be affected by the Washoe project is of con- 
siderable importance. The Truckee and Carson Rivers are two of 
the largest streams draining the east slope of the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains within the confines of both Nevada and California. 
Because of their size and volume and because of their accessibility 
from large centers of population they are of tremendous, vet increas- 
ing, recreational importance. The annual traffic report of the Nevada 
State Highway Department indicates that in 1953 approximately 
21,000 nonresidents passed through the Nevada area of the Washoe 
project per day on highways U.S. 40 and U.S. 395. This figure does 
not include those persons resident to the area or entering the project 
area. by transcontinental route U.S. 50 or who arrive by air, rail, or 
bus. Nor does it include the visitors who came to the area by any 
means of transportation from other Nevada communities, or in 
vehicles carrying Nevada license plates. 

The Truckee River is nationally recognized as one of the important 
trout streams of the West. The once fabulous Lahonten cutthroat 
trout population of Pyramid Lake has been completely destroyed by 
dams, diversions, pollution, and other physical changes. Natural 
flows into Pyramid Lake have, for all practical purposes, been eli- 
minated by another federally conceived project. The present fisheries 
of both Pyramid Lake and the Truckee River are sustained by intro- 
duced rainbow and brown trout. These species have likewise been 
affected by man’s development and many instances of losses caused 
by improper manipulation of water are on record. 

The Derby Dam, which is a part of the Newlands project, diverts 
the flow of the Truckee River causing inadequate flows in the reaches 
of the lower Truckee River to such an extent that normal reproduc- 
tion by the game fish of Pyramid Lake is impossible and the restora- 
tion of a trout fishery made difficult. 

I would like to add at this time with reference to the questions 
this morning that were asked Mr. Larson, and the additional costs 
that might come by not making provision at the time the project is 
authorized, or that work commences, I think a fine example of that 
is at Pyramid Lake. The cost to the State of Nevada and to the 
Federal Government to recreate the fish that were destroyed in the 
diversion of water at the Derby Dam is and has been and will be 
tremendous. At the time the original project was conceived and work 
was started on it, a little forethought and very few dollars, com- 
paratively speaking, would have prevented an excessive later date 
cost, the cost we are faced with today. 

The sections of both the east and west forks of the Carson River 
and the Truckee River, which would be most directly affected by 
the Washoe project, are presently conducive to satisfactory fish 
populations. Today these streams are contributing greatly to the 
economy of western Nevada and eastern California. The people 
attracted to this area and these streams provide the owners of gas 
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stations, restaurants, hotels, motels, resorts, grocery stores, and a 
host of others, with a goodly portion of their income. 

The Nevada Fish and Game Commission, the California Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game, and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service have carried out an extensive investigation on the effects of 
the proposed project on the fish and game resources. The resultant 
recommendations are included in the fe asibility report of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and in the reports of hearings that have to date been 
held on the Washoe project. 

And I would like to add here that the Nevada Fish and Game Com- 
mission was disappointed in the Fish and Wildlife Service reports in 
that it appears that the Service failed to recognize the need for addi- 
tional funds or the spelling out of wildlife protective measurements 
and development needs in the authorizing legislation. By the same 
token, we are disappointed that representatives of the United States 
Bureau of Indian Affairs or Indian Service were not heard today. 

Having lost at Pyramid Lake through a federally conceived project 
what was probably one of the greatest fresh water fisheries the West 
has ever known, the Nevada Fish and Game Commission feels strongly 
that all water projects must be carefully planned and constructed in 
order that the fish, wildlife, and recreational resources of the streams 
and waters to be affected are completely protected. 

From 1951 to date the Nevada Fish and Game Commission has ex- 
pended in excess of $259,000 developing the fisheries of the waters 
which will be affected by the Washoe project. Since 1948 capital ex- 
penditures exceeding $1,117,000 have been spent developing wildlife 
management areas near Stillwater, Nev., and Fernley, Nev. Both 
are within the confines of the Truckee and Carson River drain: ages. 
It is reported in the Washoe project feasibility report that by the 
year 2000 the population of the project area will approximate 100,000. 
Considering the expenditures it has made and the great responsibility 
this commission has to protect these investments as well as the wild- 
life resources of the area for future populations and generations, the 
following amendments, which have been generally approved by all of 
the other water users, are requested to Senate bill 497. 

First, that the bill be amended to provide specifically that one of 
the purposes of the project would be the development of the fish and 
wildlife resources. It is proposed that this could best be done on 
page 1, line 9, by striking the word “and” between the words “con- 
trolling floods” and “providing hydroelectric power” and inserting the 
following, ‘development of fish and wildlife resources.” It is our 
belief that this wording falls within the intent of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation’s feasibility report, dated September 1954. However, the 
authorizing legislation, as introduced, did not make provision for the 
fulfillment of this intent of purpose. 

Secondly, it is requested that there be added to Senate bill 497 an 
additional section which would describe the facilities which would be 
included as a part of the project for the development of the fish and 
wildlife resources. It is proposed that this could best be done on page 
3, between lines 24 and 25, by inserting the following wording as sec- 
tion 4: 

Facilities shall be provided for the development of the wildlife resources of the 
project area, including facilities to permit increased minimum water releases from 
Lake Tahoe and restoration of the Pyramid Lake fisheries. The cost of such 
facilities, including operation and maintenance, shall be nonreimbursable. 
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Upon the inclusion of such a section, section 4 should be reentitled 
section 5. 

Lastly, it is requested that funds to fulfill these purposes be pro- 
vided by the authorizing legislation. It is proposed that this could 
best be done on page 4 1, line 2, by increasing $41,700,000 to $43,500,000. 
These additional funds would provide for the construction of the 
requested conservation facilities and the benefits received from these 
facilities would exceed the additional expenditures. 

In the event these proposed amendments to Senate bill 497 and the 
recommendations of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission, the 
California Department of Fish and Game, and the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service are incorporated in the final project, which would 
be possible only by the addition of these amendments, the Nevada 
Fish and Game Commission then generally endorses the Washoe 
project. 


RESTORATION OF THE PYRAMID LAKE TROUT FISHERY 


As the Federal Government, through the Bureau of Reclamation, 
proposes to further utilize and regulate the flows of the waters of 
western Nevada by the construction of the Washoe project, the 
Nevada Fish and Game Commission wishes to make the following 
recommendations for the arecnrran and development of the trout 
fishery at Pyramid Lake, a body of water which would be directly 
affected by the construc ‘tion of t 1e Washoe project and by this project’s 
operation as it is presently proposed. 

As a result of its extraordinary richness in minerals and plankton, 
it has been proven that Pyramid Lake has a far greater than average 
potential for trout production in future years, if a means can be found 
to supply it with young trout on an annual basis. Natural reproduc- 
tion by the trout of the lake is greatly hindered and sometimes entirely 
prevented by an insufficient flow in the Truckee River below Derby 
Dam. Progressive increases in the diversions from the river have 
also resulted in a severe lowe ring of the lake level which, when coupled 
with flow depletion, makes egress from the lake by spawning runs of 
trout extremely difficult and at times impossible. There remains 
only 40 miles of river available to spawning fish, all of which is pres- 
ently poorly watered, but which provides a potential spawning grounds 
of considerable magnitude dependent upon channel conditions and 
flows at the river’s mouth. Historically, well. over 100 miles of the 
Truckee River and numerous tributaries, all adequately watered, 
were accessible to the migrations of spawning fish from the lake. 
Trout are known to have inhabited the lake in seemingly unlimited 
numbers and contributed considerably to the livelihood of the Indians 
residing on the Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation, which was estab- 
lished by Executive order in 1874. Records and boundaries indicate 
that inasmuch as the Indians had utilized this fishery for untold 
centuries, it was the value of this fishery which largely encouraged 
the establishment of the Pyramid Lake Reservation. 

Since about 1905 diversion of the waters from the Truckee River 
to the Carson River Basin at Derby Dam has been fostered by the 
Federal Government through the Bureau of Reclamation. The 
construction of Derby Dam as a part of the Newlands project, one 
of the Nation’s first federally sponsored reclamation projects, con- 





, 
4 
3 

3 
g 
& 


TAREE 


as 


iii aieaas 


FIN an a a ec ae Nan pa ea th 





AiO RRA 2 


WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA 19 


tributed directly to the destruction of the Pyramid Lake fishery and 
has had resultant effects upon the economy of the Indians residing 
upon the Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation as well as upon the 
general economy of the surrounding area. The presently proposed 
Washoe project would increase these diversions to the detriment of the 
fishery resources of the lake. Pyramid Lake and a large percentage 
of the remaining spawning area in the lower river are within the 
Federal Indian reservation boundaries. The scenic and recreational 
attractions of the lake are of themselves of national interest because 
of its large size, its location and its colorful, but mystifying history. 
Pyramid Lake is a 117,000-acre remnant of ancient Lake Lahontan. 
It is located just 30 miles from Reno, Nev., and within 20 miles of a 
major east-west highway, U.S. No. 40. Nevada Highways Nos. 33 
and 34, both surfaced, reach and follow its shorelines. 

From 1860 until the late 1930’s Pyramid Lake became world 
famous for its large cutthroat trout. During the early years of this 
period, the lake supported a considerable commercial fishery. During 
later years, it was renowned as a sports fishery. The lake’s attractions 
are of increased significance from a national standpoint because of its 
proximity to the nationally important Reno-Lake Tahoe recreational 
areas. All of these factors point to the Federal responsibility for 
assistance in the restoration of the Pyramid Lake trout fishery. 
Attempts are now being made by the Nevada Fish and Game Com- 
mission, in cooperation with the United States Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Pyramid 
Lake Indians to rehabilitate the lake through the planting of trout 
and by stream improvement in the lower reaches of the Truckee 
River. All possible sources of young trout, including Nevada’s 
hatcheries and those of the Federal Government, have been called 
upon to provide all of the young trout that can be spared from estab- 
lished commitments. Approxim: itely 650,000 small trout from these 
sources were planted in Pyramid Lake since a major stocking program 
was initiated in March of 1954. 

Studies are presently being made of means and measures required 
to improve the channel of the lower Truckee River for the migration 
of the trout from the lake. Though preliminary, these studies would 
indicate that to improve the channel would involve expenses beyond 
the point which could be met by the State of Nevada through its 
fish and game commission. The trout planting program has already 
had noticeable effect. Since February of 1954 trout fishing in Pyramid 
Lake has revived to a spectacular degree considering that it was non- 
existent for many years prior to that time. It is estimated that 
somewhat over 10,000 angler-days have been expended on the lake in 
a period of a little less than the 1 year that trout fishing has been 
revived. Trout catches have averaged about 2 fish per angler day, 
and interest has been centered on the beautiful, dee p-bodied, large 
trout that are taken fairly frequently. Rainbow exceeding 13 pounds 
have been recorded. Some of the larger trout presently being caught 
are believed to have entered the lake as small fish during the flood of 
1950, but most of the recent catches are known to have originated 
with the recent stocking program. The return to anglers of fin-clipped 
and marked fish has been extraordinarily high indicating an excellent 
survival of those fish which have to date been planted. The growth 
of these fish has been approximately 1% inches per month, a phenom- 
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enal rate. It can be anticipated that the fishing and fisherman use 
on Pyramid Lake will continue and in all probability improve some- 
what even with the presently proposed Washoe project plan of 
operation. Such use and improvement would result from the recently 
established stocking and management program. It is not, however, 
considered possible for the lake fishery to be restored to its full poten- 
tial under either existing or project conditions with the presently 
availagle facilities. Greatly improved streamflow conditions at the 
river's mouth and increased trout hatchery facilities are required to 
effect restoration. 

Efforts to obtain flows in the Truckee River below Derby Dam suffi- 
cient to provide optimum natural reproduction have met with strong 
objections from the other water users. Consideration has been given 
to the construction of a storage reservoir on the river at a point near 
Wadsworth, Nev. The dam, as proposed, would effect regulation 
of the streamflow below Derby Dam for the benefit of the fishery 
resource. Such a reservoir has been found to involve high costs and 
in itself would be inadequate to provide the desired results. A dam 
in this section of the river would flood out some of the stream’s better 
remaining spawning area as well as form another barrier to migrating 
fish. The cost of such a reservoir would be approximately $1,300,000. 
Flow conditions for trout spawning would thus be improved to an 
estimated 50 percent of optimum conditions as compared to 30 percent 
without this feature, both estimates being relative to proposed stream- 
flows with the Washoe project plan of operation and with provisions 
being made to eliminate the sand barriers which presently exist at the 
river’s mouth. Under conditions without the Washoe project, but 
with improved facilities to provide a way for the spawning fish from 
Pyramid Lake, the flow conditions are estimated at 40 percent of 
optimum. Flow conditions under full operation of the Washoe 
project plan, including full irrigation of the Indian lands along the 
lower river, would be somewhat improved in years of subnormal runoff 
as compared to without project conditions, but such improvement is 
not considered sufficient to counteract the depletion of streamflow 
which would occur in normal years. 

In addition, the Washoe project would increase the rate of subsi- 
dence of Pyramid Lake by reducing its total inflow in the amount of 
approximately 25,000 acre-feet annually. Evaluating the direct 
affects of the Washoe project, as planned, on Pyramid Lake, it is 
considered proper to request the Federal Government to provide 
channel improvements in the Truckee River below Nixon as required 
to insure that spawning migrations of trout can ascend the river from 
Pyramid Lake to the end that through their spawning efforts natural 
reproduction would play an increased role in the program of restora- 
tion. It is questionable that the trout spawning area in the lower 
Truckee River could entirely support the full potential of Pyramid 
Lake even under optimum conditions of streamflow and improved 
facilities at the river’s mouth. The adverse conditions to be expected 
with the Washoe project, i. e., reduced flows, and considering other 
detrimental factors such as existing barriers to migration of adults, 
loss of young into unscreened irrigation diversions, the “possible 
loss of both adults and young from predations at low stream flows, 
it is estimated that natural spawning in the lower Truckee River, if 
provisions are made to allow free migrations of spawning fish, can 
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support approximately 30 percent of the trout fishery potential of the 
lake. The full potential trout fishery value of Pyramid Lake can only 
be estimated, but much evidence exists that it is extremely high and 
will continue to be high for many years. 

Historically, the lake’s trout production was measured in hundreds 
of tons. Recent tagging experiments indicate the productive capacity 
of the lake is undiminished since the growth of planted trout averaging 
6 inches resulted in 14- to 16-inch fish in approximately 7 months. It 
can be assumed that Pyramid Lake will have a productive area in 
excess of 100,000 acres on the average over the 50-year project period. 
The average body of water of this size can be expected to have an 
annual fishery value of about $280,000 based on the production of 
over 50 lakes and reservoirs throughout the United States. However, 
Pyramid Lake is not to be considered to be average in any way. It is 
basically very rich; it is located near areas presently having recrea- 
tional attractions of national interest and it is, as previously pointed 
out, historically of national interest in itself. Because of these reasons, 
it is estimated that the potential annual fishery value of Pyramid Lake 
would average $500,000, if production were soporte: by sufficient 
stocking of young fish either natur: ally or artificially or by a combina- 
tion of both. The foregoing estimated value is sanbenkont to about 
50,000 angler days annually on the basis of an assumed average 
fisherman expenditure of $10 per day. The $10 figure used above is 
known to be conservative for trout fishermen in this area. 

Under conditions with the Washoe project, but without any special 
provisions for fish except the channel improvements recommended 
above, about 30 percent of optimum, or 15,000 angler days could be 
expected to be supported by natural reproduction in the lower 
Truckee River. Artificial stocking of the lake is now being practiced 
and it can be assumed that this will continue at arate of approximately 
10,000 pounds of 6- to 7-inch fish per year. Based on present infor- 
mation, such stocking would return about 30,000 fish to the anglers, 
which assuming an average catch of three fish per angler day, would 
provide an additional 10,000 angler days on the lake. 

From the above assumed conditions, i. e., with the Washoe proje ct 
and limited artificial stocking as well as accessibility to the river’s 
spawning areas by the fish.of Pyramid Lake, it is estimated that the 
lake’s fishery will produce 25,000 angler days of trout fishing annually 
which would have a gross value of $250,000 per year. 

As discussed above, restoration of the Pyramid Lake trout fishery 
to its full potential value is deemed to be of national interest and im- 
portance. It is deemed justified as a mitigation for previous Federal 
participation in the development of the waters affecting the fishery 
of the lake and the economy of the surrounding area. The Nevada 
Fish and Game Commission is of the opinion that the Washoe project, 
as proposed, is in fact further development as originally initiated by 
the Newlands project and the construction of Derby Dam. 

Restoration of the trout fishery at Pyramid Lake will require 
greatly increased artificial stocking. Such stocking can be most 
economically accomplished by the construction of a hatchery at a 
site as near as feasible to Pyramid Lake. The capacity of such a 
hatchery should be great enough to supply all of the needs of Pyramid 
Lake and possibly some of the other waters of national interest, the 
productivity of which was detrimentally affected by the Newlands 
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project. Capacity to support approximately 35,000 angler days of 
use is thus required for Pyramid Lake. This usage, when coupled 
with that which is dependent upon natural re production, will make 
possible optimum utilization and productivity from Pyramid Lake. 
Such use will require an estimated hatchery production of at least 
50,000 pounds of rainbow trout annually and hatchery capacity to 
75,000 pounds annually is recommended. A site with adequate 
water supply and other advantages will result from the construction 
of Watasheamu Dam on the East Fork of the Carson River near 
Gardnerville, Nev. This site is about 80 miles from Pyramid Lake, 
but its other advantages, such as water supply noninterference with 
other interests, highway accessibility and economy of construction 
appear to outweigh the distance factor. This proposed site should 
be tentatively designated subject to a more complete survey. 

Based on recent California expe ‘rience, such a hatchery would have 
an estimated copied cost of $550,000, annual operation and distribu- 
tion costs of $50,000 and annual maintenance costs of $5,000. On 
an annual basis, the capital cost would be $19,400 at 2% percent 
interest over the 50-year project period. Total costs would be 

$74,400 to effect the restoration of the trout fishery at Pyramid Lake 
and to provide an increase of at least $250,000 in its annual fishery 
value. Deducting the amount now being expended toward the res- 
toration of the lake, the net annual increase in cost would be approxi- 
mately $59,400. The gross value of the Pyramid Lake fishery with 
this restoration program is estimated at $500,000 annually as pre- 
viously discussed. Deducting the total annual costs, the net value 
would be $425,000 annually with the program and the net benefit 
brought about by the program would be $190,600 annually. The 
benefit-cost ratio would thus be 3.2 to 1, assuming the conservative 
fishermen expenditures previously listed are a measure of benefits. 
As pointed out in the foregoing analysis, restoration of the Pyramid 
Lake trout fishery is highly feasible and practical as well as desirable 
from the view of the fisherman and residents of the Pyramid Lake 
Indian Reservation. 

With restoration, Pyramid Lake will become a mecca to sportsmen 
from throughout the United States. The interests of fishermen will 
attract other recreationalists, all of whom will contribute to the econ- 
omy of the region. 

As aforementioned, as the fishery and lake are situated on a Federal 
Indian Reservation, it can be expected that the Indians residing on 
this reservation will once again receive appreciable returns from 
Pyramid Lake, once so famous for the fishery it supported. 

Senator Brrte. Thank you very much, Mr. Griswold. 

Senator Malone? 

Senator Matone. Is there any part of these suggestions that you 
have made as amendments that could not well fit into the legislation 
as proposed by the Bureau? 

Mr. Griswop. If you are referring to the legislation as proposed 
by the Bureau—is that the feasibility “report? 

Senator Matong. The report. That is the letter from the Bureau 
of the Budget and the letter from the Secretary of the Interior and 
also, then, of course, the report of the Bureau of Reclamation, too, 
with the Secretary of the Interior. 
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Mr. Griswoup. We feel that the report to the Secretary of the 
Interior, though it takes into consideration the needs of fish and 
wildlife interests, fails to request funds sufficient to continue the study 
that the Bureau members say would be continued at a later date. 

Secondly, the feasibility report in itself included some 14 reec- 
ommendations of the Nevada and California fish and game com- 
missions and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Nine of 
the recommendations that were made by these agencies were com- 
pletely compatible with the plans of the Bureau. The remaining were 
questionable or not feasible. Now, they are not feasible as we under- 
stand it, simply because there are not sufficient funds to provide for 
these recommendations, the realization of these recommendations. 

Senator Matonn. Does this $43,500,000 in lieu of the $41,700,000 
provide sufficient funds for the consummation of these recommenda- 
tions? 

Mr. Griswoip. Based on the information that the Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission has received from the Bureau of Reclamation, 
I believe that the $43,500,000 would at least provide for the considera- 
tion of the fish and wildlife resources of the area. 

Senator MaLonr. Now, you say that there are no funds for future 
investigation. You are no doubt aware of how the Bureau of Recla- 
mation—that is, the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Reclamation—receive the funds ye investigation; that each investi- 
gation comes as a result of a bill, or, generally speaking, comes before 
the committee and is recomme odd as legislation. If special legisla- 
tion is needed sometimes it could be included in other funds. But it 
is always a future consideration for funds. 

Mr. Griswotp. Senator, I don’t believe that the Nevada Fish and 
Game Commission could endorse the Washoe project without the 
specific amount necessary being prescribed in the authorizing legisla- 
tion. 

Senator Matonr. Well, there are two separate questions there. 
The first one, does the $43,500,000 include the necessary money to 
consummate, to construct the necessary structures or improvements 
to fulfill these nine amendments, and also the others, if they are in- 
corporated. But the last one was directed to any future investigation. 

Mr. Griswo.p. We appreciate that. 

Now, when you speak of future investigations are you referring to 
investigations that the Fish and Wildlife Service and Mr. Larson re- 
ferred to when they talk about the operational plan of the project? 

Senator Matone. Not particularly. You see, I have heard this 
morning that both the Department of Interior and Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and the Army engineers, all have an idea that there will be future 
investigations necessary for the final consummation of the final con- 
servation of water and flood control; that this project doesn’t quite 
complete everything. Well, there is no money for those investigations 
except in a general bill each fiscal year. We don’t provide be -vond the 
fiscal year for investigation. So when you say there are no funds, 
there are not supposed to be any funds beyond the fiscal year. 

But the first question—and I think you answered it in the affirm- 
ative—the $43,500,000 in lieu of $41,700,000 would include enough 
money to carry out the recommendations? 
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Mr. Griswoip. The $43,500,000 would include sufficient funds to 
take care of the fish and wildlife needs insofar as the Washoe project 
is outlined in the feasibility report of September 1954; ves. 

Senator Matone. Well, then, that leads to the next questions. 
This is definite now: That there is no need for more money than the 
$43 500,000 to carry out everything contemplated by this project. 

Now, if those amendments are included and this money appro- 
priated and it is constructed in this manner, does this include any 
projects that would preclude a later consideration of future facilities? 
would it hinder the construction of further facilities in this further 
investigation that we have been talking about this morning? 

Mr. Griswotp. Do I understand your question? Would our 
features in the project preclude further development? 

Senator Matonr. No. What I mean is this. If we go ahead and 
build this project—to which, I understand, you would agree if these 
amendments are included—and the money is included to do that—is 
there anything included in these structures that would preclude a 
further development for fish and wildlife if these projects were 
authorized. You heard the Army engineers’ representative testify this 
morning he thought further improvement might be necessary? This 
wouldn’t make them any more expensive? That is a step in the right 
direction. 

Mr. Griswotp. That is a step in the right direction; ves. 

Senator Martone. In other words, then, if there was a further 
development beyond that contemplated in the report itself—and you 
heard both branches of the Government, the Army engineers and the 
Bureau, testify they think further investigation should be conducted— 
no further investigation is going to disclose anything that would 
preclude the construction of this project at this time. They are all 
satisfied to go ahead and construct this project. Then if there is 
anything further it could be de ‘veloped as a part of the project further. 
That is what I am asking you: If there is anything to be done in this 
project, providing these nine amendments are included and the money 
included to construct the project in accordance with that plan—there 
is nothing then in this project which would preclude further develop- 
ment of fish and wildlife right along with the further development 
of the river? 

Mr. Griswo tp. I think that is a second phase of the project, the 
continuation of the project. It would affect the development of fish 
and wildlife in certain phases, yes, in that this project, even though 
our recommendations are included, will have some detrimental effect 
on fish and wildlife. As an example, the project in operation would 
reduce the total inflow into Pyramid Lake and, naturally, if these 
inflows have been reduced and the project is further developed, we 
can’t go back and develop things with 25,000 acre-feet less water 
than they could with 25,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Matoner. Is everything in the record today that you 
think is necessary for this project? Because when we leave here— 
I understand there is contemplated a further hearing by the House 
committee—but when we leave we want to bring into this record of 
the Senate committee all the information on the various phases of 
the development of the river so we can say without fear of contradic- 
tion, Senator Bible and myself, that this is what the interested people 
in this project say, and they are all agreed that this project as now 
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contemplated can go ahead without injury to any further development 
that future investigations might pronounce feasible and necessary. 
I want to be able to do that, without receiving wires from your 
organization and other organizations, saying, ‘“Yes, but maybe we 
ought to put it off a year or 2 years or until we can be heard again. 
Lots of people don’t want to build these projects at all, you know. 

Mr. Griswo pb. I believe the commission’s—or I hope the com- 
mission’s stand is clear or was masile clear in the statement. If the 
three recommended amendments to Senate bill 497 are included in 
the final authorizing legislation, the fish and game commission then 
endorses the Washoe project. 

Senator Martone. That is, the additional money, $43,500,000, and 
the amendments that have already been adopted in the bill, 9 amend- 
ments, then these additional 3 that you have outlined? 

Mr. Griswo.p. Yes. 

Senator Martone. And one of them includes the additional money. 

Mr. Griswo tp. That is right. It is the additional money. It is 
the section that would provide for facilities, and it is the declaration 
of intent—that is, that one of the purposes of the project would be for 
the development of fish and wildlife. 

Senator Matone. It is really 1 and 2 on pages 2 and 3 that wouid 
need to be adopted for you to approve the project. The others would 
all be covered, including the $43,500,000. 

Mr. Griswo.p. Yes; those are the three. 

Senator Matone. Then your organization is entirely satisfied that 
this project go ahead under those conditions? 

Mr. Griswoxip. Under those conditions; yes. 

Senator Brsie. Congressman Engle. 

Congressman EnGire. Congressman Clifton Young has a bill pend- 
ing which I believe is different in some particulars than the Senate bill. 
Does Cliff Young’s bill embody the suggestions which you made or 
not? 

Mr. Griswo.p. Yes; it does. 

Congressman EnGue. Does it embody all of the suggestions that 
you made? 

Mr. Griswoxp. Yes; it does. 

Congressman Enouer. And will you then say whether or not you 
will support the bill in the form introduced by Cliff Young? 

Mr. Griswotp. We support the bill as introduced by Cliff Young. 

Congressman Ener. Thank you very much. 

Senator Bree. Bill, just a couple of questions. 

Can you indicate for the record the justification for the increase 
from $41,700,000 to $43,500,000? I don’t know that that is built 
into the record. 

Mr. Griswo pn. It is not built into the record by my oral testimony. 
However, I have included additional papers with my oral statement, 
one of which is entitled “The Restoration of the Pyramid Lake Trout 
Fishery.” In that report we have gone on a cost-benefit ratio as 
best we could to justify our expenditure. We had proposed that one 
of the possible facilities for the restoration of the Pyramid Lake 
fishery would be a fish hatchery. The initial cost of the fish hatchery 
would approximate $500,000. 

Senator Brsix. To be built where? 
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Mr. Griswo.tp. Below the Watasheamu Dam site, using water 


from certain elevations on the reservoir on a nonconsumptive basis. 
The operation and maintenance cost of this hatchery would approxi- 
mate $60,000 a year. We feel that with the hatchery we can increase 
the fisherman-day use on Pyramid Lake to such an extent, using the 
accepted national figure of $10 per day, to an extent that the lake 
would have a value of some $500,000. Now, if we amortize it out it 
comes out at a 3.2-to-1 benefit over cost ratio. 

Senator Bisite. That is all covered in your attachment to your 
original statement? 

Mr. Griswoup. That is all covered in my attachment to my original 
statement; ves, Senator. 

Senator Brnte. How about the additional money, of some million 
two hundred thousand; is that to be justified by the California 
representation? 

Mr. Griswoup. That, I believe, could best be justified by the 
California representatives; yes, sir. 

Senator Bisie. In your statement I understood you to say this 
represents the views of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission but 
not necessarily the views of the Nevada sportsmen. Is there some 
difference of opinion between the Nevada State Fish and Game Com- 
mission as an Official organization and the sportsmen groups? 

Mr. Griswoup. | can’t speak on behalf of the sportsmen. My 
understanding of their stand, though, is that they are opposed to the 
Washoe project until Public Law 732 has been amended so as to 
effect the protection and development of the fish and wildlife resources, 
by law, as we are requesting by specific inclusion in this bill. 

Senator Braue. Does the specific inclusion satisfy their complaint 
as to Public Law 732? 

Mr. Griswo.p. I believe that if 732 was amended as recommended 
by the various local and national conservation groups, or the inclusion 
of the things granted by the changes in 732, 1t would be practically 
the same as those that we are requesting in this bill. 

Senator Biste. By way of amendment? 

Mr. Griswoup. By way of amendment. 

Senator Bisxe. I have no further questions. 

Senator Matone. | have just one more. 

Bill, if these recommendations of yours were adopted, does that 
detract in any way, and if so, how much, from the water available— 
that would be available for irrigation? 

Mr. Griswoip. I don’t believe that our recommendations, if 
incorporated, would detract from the water that is available for irri- 
gation. I think that later investigations are going to have to de- 
termine what facilities are necessary to bring about a restoration of 
the Pyramid Lake fisheries. We have tentatively stated that that 
would be a hatchery. The original recommendation of this com- 
mission was that the restoration be effected by a minimum release 
from Derby Dam. If later investigations prove that it would be 
more than economical to have the release from Derby Dam than to 
construct a hatchery and pay the operation and maintenance cost on 
the hatchery, possibly there would be a reduction in the amount of 
water available for irrigation. Our original idea was for a 35 second- 
foot release at Derby Dam. 

Senator Matone. For what period of time? 
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Mr. Griswo tp. That would be a minimum release. It would 
approximate some—using the Bureau's figures on the flows in the 
river now, it would approximate some 25,000 acre-feet of water. 

Senator MatLone. In other words, the time element where there is 
not naturally 35 second-feet of water flowing by there would mean that 
a total of 25,000 acre-feet additional would be allowed to go down the 
river into Pyramid Lake that would not otherwise go in the lake? 

Mr. Griswoup. Yes. 

Senator Martone. Otherwise be available in the Lahontan Res- 
ervoir? 

Mr. Griswotp. That is right. This project, as I understand it, 
would reduce the total inflow of water into Pyramid Lake to some 
25,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Martone. Lahontan Dam? 

Mr. Griswoip. No, Pyramid Lake. 

Senator Martone. Unless you did allow the standard 35 second-feet 
to go by, then it would reduce the flow into Pyramid? 

Mr. Griswoup. That is right. 

Senator Martone. If you do divert the minimum of 35 second-feet 
it will reduce the amount that would normally go into Lahontan Dam 
by 25,000 feet; is that it? 

Mr. Griswo.. Yes; it would. I don’t believe—and I base this 
on the feasibility report—that comparing it with present-day inflows 
to Pyramid Lake it would reduce the inflow to Lahontan 25,000 acre- 
feet. Iam sure you realize the projec t and the agreements necessitate 
the additional diversion from the Truckee River. This project neces- 
sitates additional diversions from the Truckee River, and conse- 
quently, Pyramid Lake. 

Senatcr Matone. That is all. 

Mr. Linewraver. I wanted to clear up for the record, Mr. Chair- 
man—it has been touched on—that S. 497 as reported on by the De- 
partment and the Budget Bureau does not include the amendments. 
So far as we are advised, neither does the Department nor the Budget 
Bureau on the report on Mr. Young’s bill. Now, the problem you 
gentlemen are going to be confronted with when consideration is given 
this bill is a limiting amendment that the Department has submitted 
with respect to pure chase of land and that it must only—recommended 
minimum facilities for public purposes. Now, that does not specifi- 
cally refer, nor does it bar, the fish and wildlife proposals that Mr. Gris- 
wold has presented here. But I suggested to Mr. Griswold yester- 
day—and he did it in his statement—that in any event, they must 
specifically outline what the facilities and purposes to which this 
$1,800,000 additional funds they have recommended shall be spent 
for. Now, whether that would be put in the bill or whether it would 
be sufficient to have the record show that and cover it in the report is 
to be decided, but I thought that ought to be made clear here so that 
these folks wouldn’t understand or think that the thing was simply 
settled by the proposals as made and that there is going to be some 
difficulty with the Department and the Budget Bureau over additional 
funds for fish and wildlife, or any other purposes, but you will just 
have to fight that out. 

Senator Brats. Yes. I think they do recognize that. Thank you 
very much for the statement. I think you ms ade a ve ry able presenta- 
tion and answered the questions. 
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Congressman EnGLrE. May we have the number of the House bill 
inserted as part of your answer to my question? Will you put that in, 
please, when you revise your remarks if you don’t have it now? 

Mr. Griswovp. I don’t know, Congressman. I don’t know the 
number of the House bill offhand. I believe it is H. R. 602 8, but—— 

Mr. Lineweaver. I| think that is right. 

Senator Birnie. That is being included. 

Mr. Griswoup. I would rather include it at a later date. 

Senator Brnte. The next witness is Wallie White, of the Nevada 
State Health Department. 

You may proceed, Mr. White. 

Mr. W. W. Wuirr. My name is W. W. White. I am director, 
division of public health engineering, Nevada Department of Health. 
My interest in this bill is in the water-control features that would be 
provided. For more than 20 years I have in various official capacities 
been periodically engaged in cleaning up after flooding of the Truckee 
meadows area by the Truckee River, providing a potable water 
supply to and treatment facilities for wastes from this population, 

The water supply to the cities of Reno and Sparks is from the 
Truckee River; during flood periods water from this source cannot be 
safely treated; these waters during floods of a day or two can be kept 
out of the distribution system. A flood of more than 1 or 2 days’ 
duration results in a questionable treatment of the water necessary to 
provide fire protection. There are not sufficient well supplies to pro- 
vide more than emergency drinking water needs during flood periods. 
Extreme floods, as in 1937 and 1950, resulted in flooding of most water 
supplies in the Truckee meadows. Some individual wells were the 
only drinking water supplies available, they became so polluted from 
these floods the ‘y could not be used until long after floodwaters had 
disappeared. Water wells and sanitation facilities to Indian families 
at Nixon were destroyed by the flood of 1950. 

The flood of 1950 resulted in severe damage to the Reno and Sparks 
sewage treatment plants, 30 million gallons of sew age was daily during 
this flood spread out over the ranches, homes, and schools of the 
lower Truckee meadows. The Sparks plant could not operate at all 
for over a week. The Reno plant operated in a partial manner after 
the floodwaters receded, but major overhaul was required during 1950, 
with some damage not corrected until early 1954. 

There was a residual ponding of water through the lower Truckee 
meadows area through the summer of 1950, with flooded septic tanks 
and wells. There was a severe mosquito infestation during this 
period, in fact standing water results from the almost every yearly 
Truckee runoff. High water table makes basements almost an im- 
possibility at Sparks, collection of water under floors of Sparks homes 
is common, underground oil storage tanks have a short life. 

During periods of low flow of the Truckee River there have been 
instances when a nuisance existed from algae in the riverbed through 
Reno; there have been times when there was not enough flow at Reno 
to prevent nuisance odors. 

The health problems resulting from Truckee River floods are very 
real, serious, and costly; increased use of the riverbanks will result in 
more serious future flood damage if these floods are not controlled. 

Senate bill 497 is recommended. 

Senator Brste. Thank you, Mr. White. 
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Senator Malone? 

Senator Matonr. No questions. 

Congressman EnGeu. I have no questions. 

Senator Brsiy. I think that is a very clear statement. Thank 
you very mich. 

Your next witness will be Mr. Seth Gordon. We are very happy 
to have you with us, Mr. Gordon. 

Mr. Gorpon. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Seth 
Gordon, director of the California Department of Fish and Game 
with offices in Sacramento. 

The State of California De ‘partment of Fish and Game appreciates 
the opportunity to appear at this hearing and present their views and 
recommendations on the proposed Washoe project and S. 497, the 
authorization bill which has been introduced by Senator Malone and 
Senator Bible. 

The California and Nevada Fish and Game Commissions have 
studied the proposed development of the Truckee and Carson Rivers 
very carefully for several years. We have reviewed all the various 
plans a proposals which have been put forth in that time by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, and private groups. 
It now appears that plans for the development of these rivers have 
crystallized in the Bureau of Reclamation’s 1954 feasibility report 
and in S. 497 and H. R. 6028, the authorization bills that have been 
introduced. The State of California is extremely concerned about 
the effects of this project. The particular concern of the California 
Department of Fish and Game is effects that this project will have 
on the present and future fish, wildlife and recreational resources of 
the Truckee and Carson Rivers. 

The effects of this proposed development have been pointed out 
by the fish and wildlife agencies in the past. Both the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers, being two of the largest streams draining the east 
slope of the Sierra Nevada mountains within the confines of Nevada 
and California, are of vital importance—vital because of their size 
and volume, and because of their easy accessibility from large centers 
of population. 

The Truckee River is nationally recognized as one of the important 
trout streams of the West. From its period of discovery until the 
early 1900’s the Truckee River system, including Pyramid and Tahoe 
loket was the locale for the fabulous Lahontan cutthroat trout 
fishery. Because of dams, diversions, pollution and other physical 
changes brought about by the white man, this population was com- 
pletely destroyed. 

The present fishery is sustained by introduced rainbow and brown 
trout. These species are likewise seriously affected by man’s develop- 
ments, and many instances of losses caused by improper manipulation 
of water are on record. 

An example is the stretch of water immediately below Lake Tahoe. 
Here natural propagation plays a very important role in the mainte- 
nance of the fish population. However, this section of stream is 
already affected by extreme fluctuation of the waterflows through the 
operation of the Lake Tahoe Dam. It is obvious that the operation 
of the Tahoe gates is being conducted with virtual disregard for the 
immeasurable recreational and fishery values of the stream. 
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Another example is Pyramid Lake, where upstream diversions have 
occurred to such an extent that inadequate flows exist in the stretch 
below Derby Dam during critical periods. This results in inhibiting 
the success of existing fish populations and makes restoration of 
trout fishery difficult. 

Conditions on the East and West Forks of the Carson River and 
on some sections of the Truckee River are presently conducive to 
satisfactory fish populations. ‘Today these streams are contributing 
greatly to the economy of western Nevada and eastern California. 
The fishermen, campers, picnickers, and tourists who are attracted to 
these streams provide the owners of gas stations, resorts, hotels, 
motels, restaurants, grocery stores and a host of others with a good 
portion of their income. 

Past years have seen a relentless encroachment upon these fine 
streams with water diversions eliminating many once productive sec- 
tions. Had the necessary consideration been given to the fishtife at 
that time, a little planning and water control could have saved these 
sections and they would be highly productive today. Unfortunately, 
at that time the abundant fish populations were thought to be inex- 
haustible and the comparatively few people who utilized the resource, 
either failed to realize their impending loss, or if realizing it, their 
advice went unheeded in the rush of western anemia and industrial- 
ization. 

Today, conditions have changed drastically and the public is dis- 
playing an intense interest in recreational fishing. The tensions of 
modern living, more leisure time, and the alarming decrease in suitable 
recreation areas are all contributing to this sincere and justifiable 
demand by the public to preserve as much of the remaining productive 
fishing waters as possible. 

What effect will this project have on the fish, wildlife and recrea- 
tional resources of the Truckee and Carson Rivers? The plan pro- 
posed by the Bureau of Reclamation in the September 1954 report 
does not differ essentially from previous plans which were commented 
on in detail by the California Department of Fish and Game. At 
the Senate subcommittee hearing on October 25, 1954, the California 
Department of Fish and Game presented a statement that pointed 
out that we had not had an opportunity to review the September 
1954 report. Since that time the State of California has reviewed 
this report and comme nts were submitted to the Secretary of In- 
terior on February 3, 1955. The recommendations of the department 
of fish and game were included in the State’s report, beginning on 
page 25. 

The recommendations of the fish and game commission for this 
project and authorization bill are based upon the “Joint Policy and 
Recommendations of the Fish and Game Commissions of the States 
of Nevada and California concerning the Truckee-Carson River 
drainage basins,’ which was adopted January 31, 1953. This joint 
policy has been modified to some extent so that it is applicable to the 
present planned development. The following specific reeommenda- 
tions have been made in cooperation with the Nevada Fish and Game 
Commission and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. We 
believe that these recommendations are necessary to provide protec- 
tion for fish and wildlife and also provide as much compensation as 
possible for losses which have been caused by the construction and 
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operation of other developments on the Truckee River. These 
recommendations are as follows: 

1. Fish, wildlife, and recreational users of water in the Truckee 
and Carson River drainages shall be represented on any type of op- 
erating agency, such as a water conservancy district board, which 
may be organized to operate the Washoe project. 

2. Releases shall be made from available storage in Lake Tahoe 
whenever consistent with good water-conservation practices, to pro- 
vide a minimum continuous streamflow of 70 cubic feet per second 
in the Truckee River for the preservation of fish life. To compensate 
for Lake Tahoe storage used during periods when releases of this mag- 
nitude could normally not be maintained, exchange water will be 
ae from additional storage developed in the Truckee River 
drainag 

3. A csinlensan continuous streamflow of 35 cubic feet per second 
shall be maintained into Pyramid Lake from releases made at Derby 
Dam. 

The construction agency shall make provision to improve the 
flow and alleviate silting conditions by making channel improvements 
in the lower Truckee River at its terminus to facilitate upstream mi- 
grations of game from Pyramid Lake. 

5. * oe grag streamflow of 12 cubic feet per second 

shall be maintained into Boca Reservoir with a minimum release of 
6¢ ubic "feet per second from the proposed Stampede Dam. 

Instantaneous minimum releases shall be made from other 
ccna structures as follows: 

(a) Calvada regulatory dam—100 cubic feet per second. 

(6) Watasheamu Dam—35 cubic feet per second. 

(c) Dressler diversion dam—8s80 cubic feet per second. 

7. A definite plan for scheduling releases shall be developed which is 
based on a method of predicting annual water supplies and which is 
Comet nt with the best water conservation practice. 

All releases of water to the natural stream beds shall be made 
Pn the lowest possible elevation in the reservoirs, except for those 
releases required to flow through fish ladders. 

Except for emergencies, changes in the rate of flow releases from 
all dams and diversions will be made gradually and over a period of 
time consistent with the volume of flow involved. Acceptable rate 
change regulations for the operation of all dams, diversions, and power- 
plants should be established. 

10. An adequate fish ladder shall be constructed to provide for 
upstream passage of trout at the Calvada regulatory dam. Construc- 
tion of said fish ladder to be based on plans acceptable to the Fish and 
Game Commissions of the States of Nevada and California and the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Schedules and methods for 
release of adequate flows to supply said fish ladder should be deter- 
mined prior to construction. 

Closed conduits or fences with earth covered bridges shall be 
constructed on those sections of the Carson Canal which are deter- 
mined by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Fish and 
Game Commissions of California and Nevada, to be hazardous to deer 
attempting to cross said canal, to provide satisfactory avenues of 
travel for the interstate migration of deer. 
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12. All Federal land or all land owned or controlled by the project 
operator, as well as all project waters in the project area, shall be open 
to free use and access by the public for hunting and fishing, except for 
such portions as may be reserved by the operating agency for purposes 
of safety, efficient operation, or protection of public property. 

13. Leases of Federal land or land owned or controlled by the 
operating agency within the project area shall stipulate the right of 
public access for the purpose of hunting, fishing, and other non- 
commercialized recreational use whenever possible. 

14. Minimum pools required to maintain fishlife in the proposed 
reservoir shall be established after consultation with the various 
conservation agencies. 

15. Operation of the project will not reduce the streamflow of the 
Truckee River at the Floriston gage below 200 cubic feet per second. 

Senate bill 497, which has been introduced to authorize construction 
of the Washoe project, makes no provision for the protection and 
development of the fish and wildlife resources of the project areas 
as one of the purposes of the project. We feel strongly that a pro- 
vision should be added to this bill in order to meet the recommenda- 
tions outlined above and to provide for recreational development of 
the area. The statewide sportsmen’s organizations of Nevada and 
California are strongly supporting this position. 

The Nevada and California Fish and Game Commissions favor 
H. R. 6028, the bill which has been introduced by Mr. Young to auth- 
orize the Secretary of Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Washoe project. H. R. 6028 is very similar to S. 497 except that it 
contains the language which has been suggested by the fish and game 
departments as amendments 8. 497. We feel that these amendments 
must be inserted in S. 497 before this bill can be supported. 

The changes made were as follows: 

First, on page 1, line 9, the word “‘and”’ between the words ‘“‘con- 
trolling floods’ and ‘providing hydroelectric power’ was stricken 
and the following was inserted, “development of fish and wildlife 
resources.” 

Secondly, there was added the following new section, which we felt 
should be numbered section 4, to immediately follow the wording 
regarding minimum basic facilities for the visiting public at Stampede 
Reservoir. This new section reads as follows: 

Sec. 4. Facilities shall be provided for the development of the fish and wildlife 
resources of the project area, including facilities to permit increased minimum 
water releases from Lake Tahoe and restoration of the Pyramid Lake fishery 
The cost of such facilities, including operation and maintenance, shall be non- 
reimbursable. 

This addition would provide expenditures on a nonreimbursable 
basis and more specifically point to the areas we feel should be con- 
sidered in the final analysis of the project’s affects. 

Lastelv, to make provision for these inclusions, the amount author- 
ized to be appropriated was changed from $41,700,000 to $43,500,000. 
This increase will give adequate protection and it is felt that such an 
amount will be exceeded by the additional benefits which will result 
from the expenditure. 

In conclusion, we cannot help but feel that any of the questions 
on the project which have been raised by the State of California have 
not been adequately resolved, particularly the effects of the existing 
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and proposed projects on fish and wildlife and the other problems 
raised by the State engineer of California on the availability of water 
supplies, the length of repayment period, the payment of interest, 
and so forth. 

We wish to emphasize again the national significance of the fish, 
wildlife, and recreational values involved in this project. The project 
area lies in 2 States and is traversed by 2 transcontinental highways 
and a railroad. 

Most important is the tremendous loss of fisheries and recreational 
resources which has resulted from the construction and operation of 
the existing irrigation and power deve lopme nts in the project area. 
There is no question but that the Federal Gove rnment has ineurt a 2 
tremendous obligation to restore those resources which it has helped 
to destroy. This will require considerable enhancement of the pres- 
ent value—not merely preservation at the existing level——-before this 
project can be endorsed and supported by the local and national 
groups, both governmental and private, who are concerned with 
conservation of fish and wildlife. 

As noted above, the fish and wildlife agencies have previously sub- 
mitted recommendations designed to protect fish and wildlife. These 
recommendations have not, however, been accepted as vet by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. For example, the current feasibility report 
contains the report of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service but 
onlv 9 of the 14 recommendations appear to be acceptable to the 
Bureau. 

Certain of the recommendations not vet accepted by the Bureau of 
Reclamation are of great concern to the State fish and game agencies 
and will have to be followed before these agencies and the various 
other conservation groups can support the project. 

For example, it is noted that the Bureau’s comments on the recom- 
mendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service do not specifically object 
to the recommendation that “preservation and propagation of fish 
and wildlife resources”’ be declared one of the purposes of the project 
for which authorization is sought. The Bureau’s present recommen- 
dations do not request authorization for such purposes. We recom- 
mend, therefore, that fish and wildlife be included as one of the pur- 
poses of the project for which authorization is sought. 

One of the Bureau’s recommendations is that water conservancy 
districts be organized with broad powers necessary to coordinate the 

various purposes and divergent interest of the project. We recom- 
mend that the fish and wildlife interests be re presented on any policy- 
making or governing boards for such districts. 

The California Department of Fish and Game requests that all 
recommendations contained in the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s report be adopted. In addition, we recommend that the 
‘Joint Policy and Recommendations of the Fish and Game Commis- 
sions of the States of Nevada and California Concerning the Truckee 
and Carson River Drainage Basins’? (adopted January 1953) be 
incorporated in any future development plans for the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers. We are particularly concerned that the amendments 
recommended by the fish and game departments as outlined above, 
and included in H. R. 6028, be made a part of the authorization bill 
for this project. 
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And I want to say right here that a great deal of the attraction 
throughout the great western country is tied in with recreational use 
f all our public lands and waters, and you take away those facilities 
and opportunities and you are going to find that the West is going to 
lose a lot of its attraction for its own people as well as thousands and 
thousands of visitors who come here every year. 

Senator Martone. Would you let me interrupt at that point? 

Mr. Gorpon. Yes, sir. 

Senator MaLtone. Would you recommend that we maintain the 
status quo of the public lands? 

Mr. Gorpon. I do not. I recommend we take steps to see our 
recreational values are enhanced and recognize their importance, in- 
stead of letting well enough alone; not hoping it will go along. 

Senator Matonr. The Government owns this land because they 
have never been able to figure out a uniform public law to get it into 
private ownership. The good land has all been taken up. In our 
valleys where water was available for irrigation and the States of the 
Middle West the land was all taken up for a $16 filing fee. So I 
did not want to let it go unchallenged that you just want to maintain 
the status quo, Government ownership, and not put it into private 
ownership when it can be done with benefit to the States where it is 
located. 

Mr. Gorpon. Senator, your question deals with a problem you 
don’t want to discuss here today. 

Senator Matone. I am willing to discuss it at any time. It is 
important, 

Mr. Gorpon. There are two sides to that. The areas should be in 
private ownership and properly managed. 

i Senator Matonr. Who would manage them? Would you want 
somebody besides the owner to manage it? Would you want the 
Government to manage it after putting it in private ownership? 

Mr. Gorpvon. I mean there are areas which can be turned over to 
private ownership and we will manage. But there are also very large 
areas, for water, seeds and other purposes, as well,as recreational use, 
that should for the good of all the people be continued in public 
ownership. 

Senator Matonre. When they are in private ownership no Govern- 
ment management is necessary. Coming to the next step, I intro- 
duced a bill in the last Congress which I intend to push for hearings. 
Whenever there are such areas, as you suggest, that should be with- 
drawn or reserved for the entire public and should be maintained in 
public ownership, that the Government pay taxes just like an indi- 
vidual. If they are reserved for all of the people, let all of the people 
pay taxes on it. Then you are not preventing a State from 
developing. 

Mr. Gorpon. Senator, I am perfectly willing to have some way 
worked out to help with the local tax burden, but on the other hand, 
if the Federal Government maintains a facility the Federal Govern- 
ment should expect to carry its share of the cost. 

Senator Matone. A very good statement, and I appreciate it. 

Mr. Gorpon. Not impose all of it on the local community. At 
the same time, it must be borne in mind many of the communities 
subsist very largely—I mean now the areas that devote a great deal 
of their attention to recreational uses—exist very largely because they 
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have at their back door those wonderful recreational facilities. So 
they shouldn’t be too grasping. They can’t have their cake and eat 
it, too. 

Senator Martone. Who are vou talking about grasping? 

Mr. Gorpvon. I mean some communities depend on the recreational 
dollar as the source of their income. 

Senator Matonr. What would you say if 50 million acres in the 
State of Nevada could be in some manner passed into private owner- 
ship where the taxes would be paid, and if out of that 50 million acres 
there were 10 million acres the Government wanted to maintain for 
the public; they could, as | suggest, pay taxes on it? 

Mr. Gorpon. | have always felt it somewhat of an imposition to 
hold in public ownership, indefinitely, large areas of land that could be 
used privately. On the other hand, there is the danger that some of 
these areas would be misused privately. 

Senator MALone. Put it on the tax rolls and private land will be 
developed. 

Mr. Gorpon. And we have to watch for that. 

Senator Matone. Yes. We have people in the Government now, 
unfortunately, that if we had this all to do over again, would have the 
State of Illinois in public ownership, no duobt, because they think 
they can manage it better than the farmers. 

Mr. Gorpon. That isn’t my theory. 

Senator Martone. Yes, but I think you have made a fair statement: 
The people should pay for what they keep in public ownership. 

Mr. Gorpvon. At the same time, I would say that the Federal 
Government should appropriate funds to maintain facilities on the 
national forests for the enjoyment of the public, instead of this business 
of being niggardly about it, as they have been. About 10 percent for 
recreation on the national forest. 

Congressman Engle has several times sponsored bills to do exactly 
that thing. It is something we need very badly. But that goes to 
the heart of what you were talking about, namely, unless there is 
some way to divert part of that revenue for in lieu purposes, the 
appropriations committees usually insist that some other way be 
found to finance those facilities, and the result is they are neglected, 
and today we are in pretty bad shape on many of those areas because 
of it. 

May I continue with the balance of my comments? Then I will 
be glad to answer any questions. 

Now, the California and Nevada Fish and Game Commissions 
have both agreed upon a program they have worked out in cooperation 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service. Mr. Griswold has already told 
you about the conclusions that were reached. We feel very strongly all 
Federal Water developments must be carefully handled and con- 
structed in order that the fish and wildlife and other resources are 
completely protected. This is particularly true on the Washoe project. 
[t is essential that this project be planned to provide as much com- 
pensation as possible for the losses. We believe that is an American 
precedent, for the Bureau of Reclamation to include plans for creating 
benefits to fish and wildlife, including correction of prior oversights, 
and this is an opportunity to do that. Complete plans have never 
been worked out, and we believe they should be included in the authori- 
zation bill in order to have fish and game included in the definite, 
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preliminary planning of this project, as was suggested by Mr. Larson 
this morning. The bill should be amended to include fish and game 
developments as one of the purposes for which the project is 
authorized, and those expenditures should definitely be on a non- 
reimbursable basis. 

Senator Matong. What is your opinion of this special legislation 
that has been referred to several times, Public Law 732? Is it your 
opinion that under that public law this thing that you recommend 
can be done, or would that law have to be changed, amended? 

Mr. Gorpon. It not only can be done, but the intent of the law is 
quite clear that it shall be done, and if not, Congress will be ignoring 
one of the basic laws so far as conservation of the national resousces 
is concerned. 

Senator Matonr. Can you point that out? 

Mr. Gorpon. At the moment I don’t—I helped to draft and pro- 
mote that bill in the Congress, and some amendments are up for con- 
sideration at this time. But it has been important in this respect: 
It has brought the United States Fish and Wildlife Services and the 
several State agencies interested in wildlife into the preliminary 
planning stages of these various projects. 

Senator Martone. Could you, when you edit your testimony, in- 
clude that? 

Mr. Gorpvon. We will be happy to do that. We also want to call 
the committee’s attention to the comments of the State of California 
which were submitted to the Secretary of the Interior February 3, 
1955. California recommends that adequate flows be provided in the 
streams affected by the authorization of the Washoe project to main- 
tain fish life. Any permits for diversion or storage issued by the 
State of California will be conditioned upon the maintenance of 
satisfactory flows. As a result of conferences with the local repre- 
sentatives of the Federal agency involved and the State engineers 
office, several amendments have been suggested to this bill to afford 
more protection to the resources with which we are most concerned. 
Incidentally, these requested amendments have been generally ap- 
proved by all groups and strongly spuported by the State and national 
sportsmens organizations. Without these amendments the project as 
presently proposed would do great harm to the fish and wildlife re- 
sources of both California and Nevada and would probably prevent 
the preservation and propagation of the fish and wildlife resources. 
Mr. Griswold has outlined in detail the amendments we suggest. 

[ want to support the recommendation that the amounts authorized 
by this Washoe project be increased from $41,700,000 to $43,500,000, 
the amount mentioned in the Young bill, H. R. 6029. Such addi- 
tional funds would provide for the construction of the requested 
conservation facilities, and the benefits received will exceed this 
additional expenditure. 

| would like to make this comment. The Bureau of Reclamation 
has already devised a location, or has suggested a location, known 
as the Twin Valley Reservoir site on the North Fork of the Prosser 
Creek, a tributary to the Truckee, which would afford a possible site 
to permit a minimum release from Lake Tahoe and help to level out 
and avoid the damage that had been done on that stream each year. 
Reconnaissance-type surveys, water-supply studies and cost estimates 
for that site have already been made. It is contemplated in the 
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preliminary studies that an earth fill dam would create a 15,000 
acre-foot storace. That would cost in the neighborhood of $1 200,000. 
The drainage area above that area appears it would fill the reservoir 
in normal years. Fifteen thousand acre-feet of storage would provide 
a release of 50 second-feet from Lake Tahoe in any normal year. 
That is important from the standpoint of the Truckee itself. 

Senator Brste. Where is that? 

Mr. Gorpon. Twin Valley Reservoir on the North Fork of Prosser 
Creek. That is not used for any other purpose. It is hardly big 

enough for a large, independent project, but it would help to provide 
a substitute, reculat ory flow project that would be very vi aluable. 

Now, if I might, I would like to inquire of the committee. I have 
heard the statement made by your staff member, Mr. Lineweaver, 
about the report submitted by the Department of Interior with re fer- 
ence to this project. I happen to know something about the studies 
that were made by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and 
by our staff and the staff of the Nevada department, and I would 
like to find out whether there is any reference in that report on this 
bill to the findings of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in 
connection with the project. I did not hear the report read; there- 
fore, | am unable to say definitely. But somewhere or other there 
has developed a feeling that the findings of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service river basin study group headed by Mr. Woodward in this 
section, had not been included as a part of the consideration or were 
ignored. If that should be true, then we who are interested in the 
conservation of our natural resources would be most unhappy because 
that would be a violation of the clear intent of Public Law 732. I 
don’t know whether Mr. Lineweaver is in a position to answer. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I can say this. In the project report which is 
now being printed as a House document, those recommendations are 
in there. The report to which I referred was S. 497, which I under- 
stand was prepared by the Department as a service to you, to the two 
Senators. 

Senator Matonsz. Prepared in conformance with the Bureau’s 
report and recommendations in the budget. 

Mr. LineweAver. But it does not go into the fish and wildlife 
problem, and that was my reason for raising the question a few 
minutes ago, that in this bill that was prepared by the Department; 
that it did not include in this phase any reference to the fish and 
wildlife problem. 

Mr. Gorvon. In an area of this character, gent]lemen—— 

Mr. Lineweaver. Let me finish, please. But that does not 
preclude, of course, the Senate committee or House committee from 
taking up amendments and amending the bill as the committee sees 
fit. The same observation applies to Congressman Engle’s com- 
mittee. 

Senator Matone. I want to say in that connection that we intro- 
duced the bill with the full understanding it was subject to amendment 
in the committee, but we introduced it along with the recommenda- 
tions of the Bureau and the budget committee, so there was no 
question of approval. Now, after it is once approved and it is in the 
committee, neither the budget nor the Bureau of Reclamation or any 
of them pass legislation. If our committee sees fit to recommend that 
it be amended and we put the recommendations in it and it goes on 
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the Senate floor and it is still further amended, the House accepts 
them or in any way at all it arrives at a conference report and they 
are accepted, the only way then that the thing can be stopped is by 
a veto. I discussed this with Senator Bible at that time. We 
thought that if we introduced something and it was not approved 
and didn’t get the approval, we had no basis to start from. 

Mr. Gorpon. That is very comforting to those of us who were 
perturbed. We didn’t understand why it was approached in the way 
it was. I can see you did that to get the blessing of the Bureau of the 
Budget, and the Interior Department, to start with. It is obvious. 
If you can amend the bill the way we have suggested I think everybody 
interested in conservation of natural resources throughout the country 
will be happy with it. 

I want to say this. We are not asking that any additional burden 
be imposed upon the water users; not at all. We think that this is a 
project which should be financed on a nonreimbursable basis and 
ought to be done now as part of the overall project. After all, what 
is already done and is going to be done in this legislation, is all one 
package. 

Senator Matone. If it is made nonreimbursable—which I think is 
reasonable if it is for the public good, which it has to be—not only 
for people within the area, but for all the people in the United States, 
as all of these projects are available for. But the diminution of any 
water supply for irrigation, then you must understand and balance the 
benefits; and you must face it like you do in California. You must 
do it here. We are finally getting everything in the record here. 
That is the purpose of my question to Mr. Grisw ‘old: How much water 
will it take away from the irrigators in the area to be covered by the 
conservation district. After you know that, you know your benefits, 
and then it will be in committee, and we will have all the information 
that we are able to get on it to make some kind of a compromise 
feasible. 

Mr. Gorpon. Well, Congress, as you know, has been very kind in 
facing up to these-responsibilities in connection with our Central 
Valley project and the new Trinity project, which Congressman 
Engle sponsored. And right now there is going into operation a 
million-dollar fish hatchery right below the new ‘Nimbus Reservoir. 
We start taking eggs there in a matter of days. That was to offset 
the losses which were caused by the construction of the Folsom and 
Nimbus Reservoirs, and it is comparable to this particular situation. 
It is a case where we ought to include on a nonreimbursable basis 
enough money to protect this great recreational development over 
this part of the country and not destroy or hinder or injure what has 
become one of the great economic assets of this area. 

Senator Matone. I think we fully realize that particular part of it. 
If it is worth it to the public, let. the public pay for it. But the 
diminution of the water for irrigation is a very serious matter to 
ranchers, and the benefits must be balanced one against the other. 

Mr. Gorpon. That is one of the reasons we think this Twin Valley 
Reservoir site would help greatly to relieve the conditions which al- 
ready exist on the Truckee and would help, also, in accomplishing the 
things Mr. Griswold testified to. 
ann Brsie. How are his figures of $1,200,000 for the Twin Lake 
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Mr. Gorvon. That is a statement, I believe, made by the Bureau 
of Reclamation engineers. 

Senator Brsue. And when? 

Mr. Gorpon. Just recently. Just recently. Now, they can con- 
firm that, and I am quite sure that will substantiate what I have said 
as a good possibility to offset the losses. 

Senator Bisie. You think $1,200,000 can be completely justified? 

Mr. Gorpon. I don’t think there is anv questicn about it. And if 

that should be too low—In relation to what I have just mentioned, 
the recreational use in the area, all of these projects over the years,we 
have made good estimates, and then economic conditions change, and 
the dollar becomes worthless, and we find it necesary many times to 
go back and appropriate additional Gamage to take care of situations 
entirely beyond the control of the best engineers anybody has ever 
had. If this should be true I would say it w vould still be wise to appro- 
priate whatever is necessary. 

Senator Brsie. You are in complete accord with the three amend- 
ments Bill Griswold made? 

Mr. Gorpon. We are in absolute accord 

Senator Brats. Thank you very much, Mr. Gordon. 

Congressman Ena. You asked one question which I intended to 
ask. That covers it fully, except I would like to add for the record 
Mr. Seth Gordon is one of the outstanding men in his field in the 
United States and is doing an exception job as the director of our 
fish and game department in the State of California. He makes it 
a practice to cooperate actively and on a friendly and cooperative 
basis with both the legislators in the State legislature and in the Con- 
gress of the United States, which makes it very agreeable to work with 
him and to try to solve the problems of wildlife conservation to which 
he has dedicated a lifetime of effort. 

Mr. Gorpon. Thank you, even though I don’t deserve it, Senator. 

Senator Matone. It is a little unclear to me so far how the con- 
struction of the reservoir would possibly make up for the loss of water, 
additional water diverted into Pyramid Lake. Is it your opinion it 
could be made up in that way? 

Mr. Gorvon. We believe a considerable portion of it—which was 
discussed by the previous witness—can be taken care of by this 
method. 

Senator Matongr. Thank you. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very much, Mr. Gordon. We certainly 
enjoyed having you with us. 

Next, Mr. Leslie C. Jopson, representing the State engineer of 
California. 

Mr. Jopson. 

Mr. Lesuiz C. Jopson. My name is Leslie C. Jopson, and I am here 
at the request of Mr. Edmonston, State engineer of California. 

Senator Matons. How is Mr. Edmonston? 

Mr. Jopson. He is doing very well. He was ill for a few days and 
not able to circulate very freely. 

(Statement of A. D. Edmonston at the hearing of the subcommittee 
of the U. S. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs with 
reference to Washoe project, California and Nevada, presented by 
L. C. Jopson, principal hydraulic engineer, Reno, Nev., October 
1955.) 
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Mr. Jopson. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, I have been requested by Mr. Edmonston, State 
engineer of California, to represent him at this hearing to present 
certain recommendations in regard to the Washoe project as described 
in the feasibility report of September 1954, approved and adopted 
on October 18, 1954, by Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior. 
It is the position of the State engineer that the views and recommen- 
dations of the State of California on proposed report of the Secretary 
of the Interior on Washoe project, Nevada and California, still ex- 
presses the views of the State of California in the matter. It is 
therefore, recommended that 

1. New regulatory storage and water supply for the Washoe project 
be based upon the runoffs of the streams in the Truckee and Carson 
River Basins as impaired by present and future use in the areas of 
origin in California. 

2. The amount of water which will be available to the Washoe 
project be completely determined and defined at an early date through 
a Nevada-California interstate compact negotiated by commissions 
appointed by the respective States; that any plan adopted for the 
project be subject to such modifications as may be required to con- 
form to any compact which may be approved by the legislatures of 
the respective States of Nevada and California and by the Congress 
of the United States. 

3. The Stampede Reservoir be so constructed that it can be enlarged 
at a later date to a capacity adequate to care for future water require- 
ments of lands in California, and sufficient land be acquired adjacent 
to the reservoir to permit adequate development of recreation 
facilities. 

4. A dependable water supply be provided to lands in the Carson 
Valley in California, as well as to those in the same valley in Nevada. 

5. The project includes plans for the operation of the storage 
capacity of Lake Tahoe in such a manner as to solve the problems of 
the lakeshore property owners, including the State of California, with 
regard to lake levels which would cause property damage. 

6. Adequate flows be provided in the streams affected by the 
operation of the Washoe project to maintain fish life, and fish ladders 
be constructed in the dams of the project, where feasible, for the 
same purpose. 

7. Consideration be given to so constructing and protecting the 
canals of the project that they will not be a hazard to the migration 
of deer. 

8. The Federal reclamation laws and the directives of the Bureau 
of the Budget be complied with in determining the economic and 
financial feasibility of the project. 

The enactment of the eledion by the States of Nevada and 
California and by the Federal Congress setting up the Nevada- 
California interstate compact commissions to deal with the water 
problems involved on the Truckee and Carson Rivers, both as related 
to this project and to other problems, is noted with approval by the 
State engineer. 

It is the State engineer’s view that any congressional legislation 
authorizing the Washoe project should give recognition to the creation 
of the two commissions and that the water rights to be acquired for 
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the project be made subject to final action of those commissions as 
approved by the States of Nevada and California and by the Congress 
of the United States. It is not felt that leaving the question of 
water rights for negotiation by the two commissions should be cause 
for delay of authorization of the project by the Congress if economic 
and financial feasibility of the project is satisfac tory. 

Senator Matone. I think you have answered the question I had 
in mind by your last statement, but just to fully clarify the record, it 
is your Opinion and the opinion of Mr. Edmonston, State engineer of 

California, that the project can be ¢ onstructed, should it be authorized 
by this session of the Congress, the 2d session of the 84th Congress— 

‘an be constructed in accordance with the Bureau’s report, and in 
samnlanes with this proposed legislation and that that would be en- 
tirely satisfactory since any compact will fit into this arrangement. 

Mr. Jopson. That is the position of Mr. Edmonston, yes. 

Senator Matonr. That is all. 

Congressman Encuixr. Do I understand your second recommenda- 
tion to mean, as well as your last paragraph, that appropriate language 
should be put in the bill so that the authorization would—the author- 
ization to proceed with the project, so far as water rights and whatnot 
are concerned, would be subject to the agreement of the two 
commissions? 

Mr. Jopson. I am not certain I understand fully what you mean, 
but I will answer it; then you can tell me whether I gave you what you 
wanted to know. 

It is our feeling that Federal legislation should recognize the exis- 
tence of the compact as a body which is working, or will be working, on 
the question of water rights and distribution of water on these two 
stream systems, and the question of water rights for the project can 
well be left to the negotiations of that body, which must be approved 
by the States and the Federal Congress in authorizing the project. 
It is my understanding that in some projects authorized at this time 
there is a requirement that the matter of water rights must be fairly 
well established before construction can commence. It is not our 
feeling construction should be delayed on this one because water 
right permits may not be available. It is our feeling that the program 
set up by the States and by the Congress in approving of these com- 
missions will take care of that in due time, and the project mav 
proceed. 

Congressman Enoie. But you think there should be legislative 
recognition of the negotiations and of the compact to be entered into? 

Mr. Jopson. I believe there should be reference to it in the legis- 
lation, yes. 

Senator Brsue. In the bill itself, or simply in the report accom- 
panying the bill? Couldn’t that be accomplished by reference in the 
report? 

Mr. Jopson. That I am unable to answer. 

Senator Brsie. That is possibly a technical question of the staf. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Let me first take up the point Congressman 
Engle made in connection with water rights. It is the administrative 
decision of the Department—has been for some years—that water 
rights must be obtained before construction begins. 

Isn’t that right? 

Mr. Larson. Generally speaking, that is correct. 
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Mr. Lineweaver. So that point you raised, Congressman Engle, 
is one that, if it were put into the legislation with respect to the water 
rights, might very well cloud the issue before the Appropriations 
Committee, assuming the project is authorized. So that is one phase 
of it—any reference to water rights. 

Now, the other question I was asked, as to whether or not the 
language should be in the bill, I would say that the project should be 
operated in accordance with the proviso of the bill. The project 
should be authorized, should be operated in accordance with the 
compact to be negotiated, or negotiations between the States of 
California and Nevada, and with the Congress’ consent. That has 
been done in one or two instances. I can’t put my finger on it right 
now, but that has, I think, been done. But it also could be done in 
the committee report. 

Senator Matoner. Well, it is clear with you? 

Congressman Enaur. I just wanted to make this one comment, 
that the legislation to authorize the project, according to the report 
and the plan filed by the Bureau of Reclamation—which presupposes 
a certain type of use of water by the beneficiaries, water users of the 
project—that is all the authorization you are going to have, and if 
water rights through interstate compact must be adjusted before 
there is any clear definition of what the water rights are, then either 
the project should not be authorized until those things are settled, o 
the authorizing legislation itself should make it clear that the Bureau 
of Reclamation plans would have to be modified to accord with the 
combine; otherwise, the compact, the bill having been passed and 
the project authorized, the State of Nevada could simply hold the 
status quo by simply refusing to agree, and you wouldn’t have any 
compact. California doesn’t want to be in that kind of a position. 

On the other hand, I agree that probably appropriate language can 
be arranged so that the last sentence of vour statement, Mr. Jopson, 
would be feasible, namely, that inasmuch as the water right problem 
seems to be a minor one in the whole complex situation, that appro- 
priate language could be arranged so that you wouldn’t be holding 
up the project on the basis of working out some details. 

Senator Manone. Mr. Chairman, I would only say all of my 
questions this morning and this afternoon have been directed to 
eliciting the information from each witness, and all their answers 
have been satisfactory, that in their opinions the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion report, the feasibility report on the project, and the bill itself, 
even with the amendments that so far have been suggested—that 
the project may be constructed and then could be operated in con- 
formance with any compact that may hereafter be made by the two 
States. I don’t think there is any objection to having that under- 
standing, unless it would interfere—as our counsel has suggested— 
in the procedure. 

I ask you this again—I have asked everybody—there is nothing in 
this bill now that would, if the 2d session of the 84th Congress would 
go ahead in the regular manner to authorize it, to preclude the opera- 
tion of the project under any compact that may later be made? Is it 
your judgment there is nothing in the bill to interfere with this 
arrangement? 

Mr. Jopson. I don’t see that there is. The State engineer’s 
thought on this is that if there was a possibility that delay may be 
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caused because of the matters which I have discussed, why, he wanted 
his position to be clear that he felt that whatever the procedure may 
be, to leave that matter to the compact negotiations, and as far as 
he was concerned, authorization of the project could go on, and he 
did not feel that this should cause any delay. 

Senator Martone. In the construction of the project. 

Now, there have been one or two mention it might be authorized 
and as you will know, there are hundreds of projects authorized on 
which the construction is indefinitely delayed—-but there should be 
no delay in the appropriation and construction of the project on this 
count; that it be subject to any compact that might be made by the 
States; and that that would be satisfactory. 

Mr. Jopson. That would be entirely satisfactory with Mr. Edmons- 
ton, | am sure. 

Senator Birnie. Thank you very much. 

Congressman ENGLE. Just one question. Is it conceivable that the 
allocation of water which results from a compact negotiation would be 
inconsistent with the construction of the project as presently planned? 

Mr. Jopson. I do not see as it would, Congressman. The compact 
was designed, as I understand it, to make an equitable division of the 
water between the areas of the two States. which have been at working 
odds for these many years on water matters. 

Mr. Linrweaver. Unappropriated water. 

Mr. Jopson. This compact is designed to assist in an orderly 
settlement of the present rights which are in dispute and provide 
future developments for future water. 

I think, Congressman Engle, there is no dispute over enough of the 
water to make a difference, so the detail in settling the division, regard- 
less of how it was settled—there is no spread in that to impair the 
feasibility of the project. I do not feel the uses which California may 
feel they are entitled to would be sufficient to injure the operation of 
the project. 

Senator Birnie. No further ¢ 
Mr. Jopson. 

I think it is time to give our reporter a station break. We will be 
in recess for 10 minutes and will resume with Colonel Barton. 

(Short recess at 3:20 p. m. 

Senator Binie. Before we start I should like to have an indication 
of those in the audience who would like to make the field trip proposed 
for tomorrow. There is some question as to whether or not we will 
have a field trip. Those of us here at the head table have been over 
the area many, many times. Mr. Lineweaver, the staff expert from 
the Interior Department has not been over the area, and we are going 
to make arrangements for him to see it and make the tour, the field 
tour. Are there others in the audience who care to go? 

(Thereupon ensued further discussion as to the proposed field trip.) 

Senator Brsie. The next witness is Colonel Barton, of the Lake 
Tahoe Conference Committee. 

We are very happy to have you with us, Colonel Barton. 

Col. A. M. Barton. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is A. M. Barton. I am chief engineer and general manager 
of the State Reclamation Board of California and also a member of 
the California-Nevada Interstate Compact Commission, 


juestions. Thank you very much, 
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[ am appearing before your committee as the representative of the 
Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee. This committee 
was created in 1931. Three members were appointed by both Gov- 
ernors Rolph of California and Balzar of Nevada, to represent and 
act in an advisory capacity in an endeavor to find solutions and end 
controversies that have arisen from time to time for over 30 years 
between the 2 States over the waters of Lake Tahoe. 

Succeeding governors have appointed 3 members from each State, 
and I have acted as chairman of this committee since its inception, 
in its numerous meetings and hearings that they have held during the 
past 24 years. 

sriefly, the major problem confronting the littoral owners on the 
Lake Tahoe shoreline is the relief from periodic damage created by 
allowable meximum lake elevation. 

As the result of a meeting held by this committee on September 29, 
1955, the following resolution was adopted for presentation to your 
honorable committee: 

Whereas the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee represents 
the littoral owners along the Nevada and California shores of Lake Tahoe; and 

Whereas said committee has studied the feasibility report, September 1954, 
Washoe project, California-Nevada, relating to the waters of the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers, including Lake Tahoe: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee approves of 
the legislation (S. 497) introduced, which will authorize the Washoe project, 
Nevada-California; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee very strongly 
urges that further studies be made by the Corps of Engineers looking to the alle- 
viation of flood damages to littoral owners around Lake Tahoe caused by present 
established maximum high-water levels: and be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States make moneys available to the 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, to make further studies and make 
further recommendations for the alleviation of such flood damage. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to add very 
briefly a few comments. I might say that with the presentation of 
that resolution that ends my representation as far as the Lake Tahoe 
Interstate Water Conference Committee, but I have some comments 
I would like to add to the transcript that might be of value. 

Senator Breite. You may proceed. 

Colonel Barron. Our study of the Washoe plan of the Federal 
Bureau of Reclamation presently under consideration by your com- 
mittee shows higher levels at Lake Tahoe will be maintained for a 
maximum storage capacity than has heretofore existed under the 
operative procedure. The Washoe report indicates that for the 37- 
vear period 1917 to 1953, inclusive, the level of Lake Tahoe reached an 
elevation of 6,229.0 only 4 times under existing conditions. For the 
same period the Bureau of Reclamation has estimated that this same 
elevation of 6,229.0 would have been reached 15 times under their 
proposed regulation and operation. Now, that conclusion was arrived 
at by examining the hydrograph which is contained in their report. 

Now, perhaps Mr. Larson or Colonel Ely might have something 
further to say about that. That is my interpretation. 

Senator Brsie. Does that appear to be a correct interpretation? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes; that is. 

Senator Brste. Mr. Hunt nods assent and says that is a correct 
interpretation. 

Senator Matonr. What about the low level? 
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Colonel Barton. I was going to bring that up, Senator, a little 
later. 

The owners of rim land and the littoral owners along Lake Tahoe, 
both in California and Nevada, have experienced serious damages b\ 
high water elevations maintained in Lake Tahoe, especially during 
storms and heavy winds. By reason of the annual damage, land- 
owners along the lake insist upon reduction of the maximum per- 
missible lake level at Lake Tahoe from the present 6,229.1 elevation 
to 6,228.0, thus relieving to some extent a portion of the annual flood 
damage along the lake. Most extensive high lake damage occurs on 
the southerly end of the lake where large areas of land bordering the 
lake are now owned and controlled by the State of California and 
used for State park purposes. Areas along from Richardson’s to 
Al Tahoe, Bijou, Stateline, and Zephyr Cove and adjacent areas 
along the Nevada side, have suffered acutely from flooding septic 
tanks and the inability to dispose of sewage, and other damages. 

[ might say there, gentlemen, you all realize to the resort owners 
that beach line is a considerable asset. To the people who might 
go boating they don’t like to climb over rocks and that sort of thing. 

During 1951 the high water elevation prevailing at Lake Tahoe, 
combined with wave action by high winds, caused damage totaling 
$200,000 to beach installations, septic tanks, wharves, and so forth, 
along the 70-mile shoreline. I might say, gentlemen, this is the only 
estimate I know of that was more or less accurate. Other times, of 
course, damages have accrued throughout the years, but no estimate, 
accurate estimate, was ever made of the damage, so far as I know. 

Now, it has been pointed out, gentlemen, by both the State engineers 
of California and their views and recommendations, and also the State 
engineer of Nevada, that—taking my information, if I may, sir, from 
page 14 of the views and recommendations of the State engineer 
that it is noted that the operation of Lake Tahoe storage in a manner 
differing in many respects from the historic use of the storage capacity 
indicated in substantiating materials of the regional director’s report, 
although no direct mention of this subject is made in that report, the 
proposed operation would maintain a higher lake level, in general, 
than has been experienced, to start with, and in particular, would 
create a lake level between elevation 6,228 and 6,229.1 feet more 
quickly than in the past. 

It is believed the project should include plans for so operating the 
lake storage that existing problems of the lakeshore property would be 
solved. 

I would like, also, gentlemen, to call your attention to the state- 
ment made by Mr. DeWitt Nelson, director of natural resources of 
the State of California, December 23, 1954. He submitted the 
following comment, in part: 

We are directly concerned in regard to maximum and minimum of water levels 
that will be maintained on Lake Tahoe and Donner Lake as a result of any 
program which is within the project area. On each of these the State owns and 
operates State parks and State monuments, having 38,650 feet of shoreline on 
Lake Tahoe and 7,950 feet of shoreline on Donner Lake. 


Continuing the quote: 


For the protection of improvements and recreational im»rovements of the 
water bodies, we are concerned with both the high and low water levels which are 
within the controllable limits in order to prevent considerable damage during 
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either high or low water periods. In addition to the direct State interest in the 
water levels of these lakes there is a broad public interest for the same purposes. 
Privately owned and developed shorelines on both of these lakes can be subjected 
to severe damage if either the high or low water levels are materially altered, 
Such would be detrimental to the economies of that area. 

Now, then, perhaps it is unnecessary for me to refer to the comments 
of the State engineer. He has already given our views on the subject, 
and also that of the State engineer of California. 

Very briefly, 1 would like to put in the record a few remarks in 
regard to the present understanding with regard to the use of waters 
of Lake Tahoe as they now exist. 

The Federal Government acquired control of Lake Tahoe waters by 
the 1915 decree. The Truckee River agreement to supplement the 
1915 decree was executed in 1937. This agreement, having as its 
parties the United States of America, Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District, Washoe County Water Conservation District and the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co., as thus endorsed and executed, provided the fol- 
lowing terms and conditions: 

First, the construction of the Boca Reservoir for downstream stor- 
age of 40,000 acre-feet, plus restricting the demand for withdrawal of 
water in the lake for the Washoe County Water Conservation District. 

Second, the low level of the lake is fixed at the rim elevation at 
6,223. 

Third, the high lake level is fixed at 6,229.1. Under the 1915 
decree a high lake level was not fixed, and the Government drained 
all storage above elevation 6,229.1. 

Fourth, provision for release of water to prevent damage from the 
excessive high level was indicated each year in March and April by 
snow survey and other data, which are to be regularly gathered. 
Under the 1915 decree no such provisions or safeguards were provided. 

Fifth, reduction of withdrawals in the winter months for power pur- 
poses when the lake le vr reaches certain low elevation. 

Sixth, relinquishment | xy the Government of its claimed right to 
store water in Lake Tahoe above 6,229.1. 

Seventh, control of the gates at the dam by the Truckee-Carson 
Irrigation District acting as the agent for the United States Govern- 
ment, as provided by the 1915 decree, and the Truckee River decree. 

Eighth, for all fishing, by any change of natural physical conditions 
at or near the outlet thereof. It should be noted that neither the 
States of California nor Nevada—or not ‘should be noted’’—but 
neither the States of California or Nevada nor the littoral owners of 
the Lake Tahoe are parties to this agreement. 

Now, gentlemen, | won’t burden you with any description of the 
lake. I know you are all familiar with the length and the depth and 
what-have-you. I would like to conclude my remarks by saying 
that there are possibly some solutions that can be arrived at. We 
hope the Corps of Engineers will be able to i so. That is, for the 
alleviation or institution of remedial measures with regard to the 
high waters of Lake Tahoe. 

Senator Malone will probably remember back in the dim past 
various suggestions have been made, among them providing for the 
total of 1.1 feet of Lake Tahoe water. Then there was another sug- 
gestion one time that they lower the top and bottom elevations in 
Lake Tahoe. 
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Now, I think, as far as the Tahoe residents are concerned, they don’t 
care how it is done as long as it is done. We hope the Army can come 
up with a solution. 

Now, everybody realizes, of course, in my conclusion of this obser- 
vation, that Lake Tahoe is one of the most popular recreational areas 
in the Nation. There are tremendous expenditures in recreation, that 
is resorts and other capital investments, and in view of their com- 
plexities it is believed—at least, I believe—that perhaps this so-called 
compact commission can assist very materially in aiding an ultimate 
solution in the way of a compact or what-have-you. 

Senator Birnie. Thank you very much for your splendid statement 

Senator Malone. 

Senator Martone. Colonel, I fully realize you speak from long ex- 
perience in these matters. I well remember when you and I used to 
represent the governors of our respective States in many of these 
operations. Of course it is all history now, the pumping from the 
lake at different times. The lakeshore people have always had their 
problems, as well as the problem of lack of water for irrigation, and, of 
course, the instability of the runoff for power purposes. 

Now, if I understand you correctly, you are recommending that no 
legislation be passed—not be authorized, in effeet—until all of these 
problems are solved. 

Colonel Barron. No; on the contrary, if you will pardon me, 
Senator. That is the inference you get from the way this resolution 
was written in the first instance, but as I stated here a few minutes 
ago in reading the resolution, I asked that the “Be It Resolved”’ at 
the bottom of the last page be changed; that the Lake Tahoe Inter- 
state Conference Committee very strongly urges that further studies 
be made by the Corps of Engineers, looking to the alleviation of 
flood damages to the littoral owners around Lake Tahoe caused by 
present established maximum high-water levels. We don’t want in 
any way to interfere or hold up anything that might be detrimental 
to the water. 

Senator Martone. I did not understand the resolution and I am 
sorry. I am glad you have clarified it. 

Then if I understand you now, what you are recommending ts 
that the Army engineers be authorized to make further studies with 
the view to alleviating the problems that are confronting the property 
owners at Lake Tahoe, but in nowise interfere with this legislation 
that is now before our committee—and it is before both Houses 
and that we should proceed with the legislation authorizing, if possible, 
in the 2d session of the 84th Congress, as indicated in the report by 
the Bureau, subject to the amendments that have been discussed 
here today. At least, I didn’t understand that you are objecting to 
the amendments, and that the project proceed. The project as now 
proposed would not interfere with any compact between the State 
of California and the State of Nevada. 

Colonel Barton. May I say this, that I have been a member of the 
compact commission for 2 days, and I haven’t any knowledge as to 
what procedure will be put into operation. I don’t like to minimize 
it as to what part this so-called compact commission may have. I can 
give you my assurance if there is anything the States of Nevada or 
California needs to smooth things out, I will certainly be a party to it, 
if I may. 


71523—56——6 
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Senator Martone. I will put it this way, to have a full understand- 
ing in the record. I know it will take time for you to meet. The 
Federal representatives will have to be appointed. That is a further 
reason for an agreement here, as we have had all day in the testimony 
that the project need not wait on such an agreement, but be regulated 
subject to any compact arrangement between the two States after it 
is constructed, whenever this compact is arrived at. 

Colonel Barron. Well, | agree with your statement in part, but I 
don’t, in my meager knowledge, know what the compact commission 
may be able to accomplish. There are too m: any “‘if’s’”’ in there, and 
I wouldn’t subscribe to everything you say. 

Senator Matone. There are no “‘if’s’ in here. It is a simple thing. 
Do you want to wait until you get your compact signed and approved 
before we authorize and build the project? 

Colonel Barron. It is my snap judgment that wouldn’t be neces- 
sary. 

Senator Martone. It wouldn’t be? 

Colonel Barton. I don’t think so. 

Senator MaLone. You have heard everybody testify it would not 
be necessary. 

Colonel Barton. It would not be necessary. That is the way | 
feel about it. 

Senator MaLone. You agree? 

Colonel Barron. Definitely. 

Senator Matonse. Now, this further study survey by the Army 
engineers, you understand how they work. I know you have worked 
with them for many years, as | have—both as the State engineer 
and in a private capacity of engineering. They are allocated a certain 
amount of money for a region, generally speaking, and the Chief of 
Army Engineers in collaboration with the division he ads, allocate such 
money. There is ver v rarely any direction by Congress that they do a 
special thing. They are given a certain amount of money for the area 

Colonel Barron. Occasionally they get a specific amount for a 
specific job. 

Senator Matoner. I would be in favor of inserting such a provision 
if we could, and certainly I will work with the Nevada delegation and 
encourage them to continue the survey. No one believes this is the 
last work that is going to be done within the region, within the con- 
servation district which will later be organized. But it is the second 
time we have approached the problem. The first was Boca Reservoir 
and certain river improvements. This is the second approach but the 
largest important problem that would ever have to be done on the 

river. But if surveys by the Army engineers or Bureau of Reclama- 

tion show feasible and necessary further work, they may never com- 
plete all of the work on the watershed because, as you well know— 
and you and I have seen a good share of it—as time goes on, work 
becomes feasible that was not feasible 10 or 20 years ago, property 
becomes more valuable and water becomes more valuable. 

With the understanding of all of us in a position to do so, we urge 
these further surveys, w hich I have no doubt will be made by both 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army engineers, if necessary, and 
you are ready to say now, then, that this project, as proposed, can be 
operated in accordance with such compact, that the project now rec- 
ommended by the Bureau of Reclamation is a feasible project and 
should proceed without delay? 
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Colonel Barton. I subscribe to that theory; yes, sir. 

Senator Matone. Thank you. 

Senator Braise. Thank you, Senator Malone. 

Congressman Engle. 

Congressman ENGuE. Is the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Con- 
ference Committee legislatively authorized? 

Colonel Barton. No, sir. 

Congressman ENnGueE. It is an informal group of representatives 
from California and Nevada, appointed by the respective Governors 
of the two States, to work on joint problems in connection with Take 
Tahoe, which is divided by the State line? 

Colonel Barton. Correct. 

Congressman ENGL. Now, in the past 2 days you have been ap- 
pointed to be a member of the interstate compact commission, which 
is the group, as I understand it, that has been legislatively authorized 
by Nevada and California to negotiate an interstate compact to be 
approved by the Congress of the United States, on the Truckee- 
Carson-Walker Rivers? 

Colonel Barron. Yes, sir. 

Congressman ENnGLE. Now, your record, Colonel, in the water field 
has been referred to as a long and distinguished one. Would you say 
for the record, and for the benefit of those who may read it hereafter, 
what your present official position is in the State water agencies of 
our States. 

Colonel Barron. I have for the past 33 vears been chief engineer 
and general manager of the State reclamation board of the State of 
California. 

Congressman Eneuie. Thank you very much. 

Senator Braue. I have no further questions. We are delighted to 
have you with us. 

Next we are to hear from the municipalities. I see we have our 
Mayor Harris. I don’t know whether he cares to make the presen- 
tation or whether it will be made by Emory Branch. 

Mr. Emory C. Brancn. My name is Emory C. Branch. I am presi- 
dent of the Reno Chamber of Commerce and vice chairman of the 
Truckee River Flood Committee. In this instance I am representing 
the county of Washoe, the cities of Reno and Sparks, and the chambers 
of commerce of Reno and Sparks. We have a joint statement and a 
photographic exhibit to present and request that both the statement 
and the exhibit be made a part of the record of the hearing. 

The county of Washoe, State of Nevada, the cities of Reno and 
Sparks, located in the county of Washoe, and the chambers of com- 
merce of Reno and Sparks do hereby jointly and severally urge the 
passage of Senate bill 497 (a bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe reclamation 
project, Nevada and California) for the reasons hereinafter stated 
provided said bill is amended as follows: 

Page 1, line 10, after the comma following the word ‘‘power’’ insert 
“development of fish and wildlife resources,’’. 

Page 3, line 25, retitle section 4 to read “Src. 5,’”’ and include a 
new section 4 tc read as follows: 

Sec. 4. Facilities shall be provided for the development of the fish and wildlife 
resources of the project area including facilities to permit increased minimum 
water releases from Lake Tahoe and restoration of the Pyramid Lake fishery. 


The cost of such facilities including operation and maintenance, shall be non- 
reimbursable. 
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Page 4, line 2, after the word “of” delete the amount ‘$41,700,000’ 
and substitute the amount “$43,500,000.” 

All signatories to this statement are conversant with and have 
approved the Washoe proje ct feasibility report. 

We who reside in the Truckee Meadows area of Washoe County, 
Nev., are well aware of the direct and indirect benefits which will 
accrue to this aren by the comprehensive, multipurpose plan of water 
resource develop. nent on the Truckee and Carson Rivers and their 
tributaries as propos sed by the Washoe projec t plan. However, since 
the Truckee Meadows area is a part of the Truckee River Basin, we 
are better qualified to point up some of the problems in connection 
with the Truckee River and its tributaries as the situation exists 
today, and some of the reasons why the completion of the Truckee 
River phase of the apes Washoe project is so important to_the 
wscesl of Washoe County and the cities of Reno and Sparks. We, 
therefore, in the main, shall confine our remarks to this portion of the 
proposed Washoe project. 

The Truckee River literally bisects the central business district of 
Reno. Two luxury hotels and a third one now being constructed, 
actually front on the Truckee River, and most of our other business 
establishments can and have been flooded by the Truckee River at 
one time or another since Reno, then known as Lake’s Crossing, came 
into being. Our most recent floods (1937 and 1950) proved both 
disastrous and costly. Flood damage in 1950 within the Reno business 
district was estimated by the Army engineers to have amounted to 
approximately $2 million. Additional flood damage along the length 
of the ‘Truckee was estimated by the Army engineers to have amounted 
to approximately $1,150,000. (Please refer to our photographic 
exhibits. ) 

The figure for Reno probably would be doubled now if a flood equal 
in. volume to that in 1950 were to occur. Several new buildings have 
been erected within the area which was flooded in 1950. These include 
the Riverside Garage, the Granada Theater, the new addition to the 
Masonic Building, the Cavalier Motor Lodge, and the Nevada Inn. 

Without protection against these periodic floods, the flood damage 
potential will increase progressively from year to year. Now under 
construction within the area which was flooded in 1950 is the Holiday 
Hotel, costing an estimated $3 million. Also projected for construc- 
tion within this same area are the new addition to the Hotel Mapes, 
the new J. C. Penney Co. building, and another large motor lodge. 

In 1950 hastily constructed levies saved the business district of the 
city of Sparks from any appreciable damage. However, the Bishop 
Manogue Catholic High School and many farms and ranches within 
the vicinity of Sparks suffered considerable damage. The city of 
Sparks sewage plant was incapacitated and did not function for a 
period of 10 days. During this interval raw sewage flowed into the 
flooded area creating a serious health menace. 

Approximately 5,000 acres of agricultural lands within the Truckee 
Meadows were inundated as a result of the flood in 1950. Flood 
waters reached the east end of the east-west runway at what is now 
the Reno Municipal Airport. At the present time several million 
dollars is being spent in improving the Reno Municipal Airport. 
Without flood protection, the flood damage potential is very high 
indeed. Ordinarily, inundation of an airport would not in itself 
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cause major damage but, peculiar to the airport and most of the area 
in the lower end of the Truckee Meadows, are soil and other factors 
which make rapid drainage impossible. 

During dry cycles, we who reside in the Truckee Meadows also 
have experienced the need for sufficient water to take care of our 
minimum normal needs for domestic use and for irrigation purposes. 
During certain past summer and fall seasons it has been necessary 
to appeal to the Governor of California for permission to pump water 
from Lake Tahoe. In these cases the water level in Lake Tahoe 
became so low that it no longer would flow over the rim at the outlet. 

Since this last happened our population has increased three-fold. 
The cities of Reno and Sparks have had an will continue to have a 
steady and rapid growth. It is our firm belief that the extent to 
which the cities of Reno and Sparks and the areas dependent upon 
the water resources of the Truckee can grow and prosper, will be 
coverned entirely by the amount of water available on a sustained 
vield basis. 

The need for additional electric power for use in this area in case 
of emergencies and to take care of peak demands is becoming more 
apparent every day. Industry is moving into this area and natural 
resources are being developed. Fuel costs are high which makes 
sream power plants impractical. Approximately 80 percent of the 
electric power now available to us is purchased from the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. This entails transmission over the Sierra Range 
of mountains, and hence this power is subject to interruptions during 
severe storm conditions. 

The importance to western Nevada and north eastern California 
of existing fish and wild life rseources in the Truckee and Carson 
River Basins and the need for their further development should not 
be underestimated. Fishing and hunting within close proximity 
of our population centers provide healthful recreation and the economic 
benefits are considerable. Fishing and hunting attract thousands of 
visitors to our communities each year. These visitors are a definite 
segment of our No. 1 industry, the tourist industry. The loss of the 
Pyramid Lake fishery, due to insufficient flow of water in the lower 
reaches of the Truckee River, has practically eliminated a highly pro- 
ductive natural resource. 

From close and intensive study of the Washoe project plan and 
feasibility report, we are firmly convinced that the phase which pro- 
vides for a comprehensive, multipurpose plan of water-resource devel- 
opment on the Truckee River and its tributaries, to be authorized by 
S. 497 as amended, or H. R. 6028, will accomplish the following, 
thereby providing substantial benefits to Washoe County, the cities 
of Reno and Sparks, and all users of water supplied from the Truckee 
River Basin: 

1. Will reduce possible periodic flood damage in the cities of Reno 
and Sparks and the Truckee meadows considerably. The amount of 
water which may be stored upstream in the Stampede Reservoir will 
eliminate one-third of the flood flows through Reno and the Truckee 
meadows. When coupled with the plan of the Army engineers for 
channel improvements along the length of the Truckee River (already 
authorized for implementation in conjunction with the proposed 
Washoe project plan), this possible flood damage will be further 
reduced. 
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2. Will eliminate to a great degree the drainage problems of the 
east end of the Truckee meadows and of the Reno Munic ipal Airport, 
which in a large measure are caused by overflow during high water or 
flood periods. 

Will provide additional water for domestic and irrigation pur- 
poses when and as it is required by release from storage upstream in 
the Stampede Reservoir. 

4. Will provide an additional assured source of hydroelectric power 
which will be made available for distribution to this fast and steadily 
growing area, to be used particularly for emergencies and peak 
demands. 

5. Will maintain and further develop the very important fish and 
wildlife resources of the project area including the restoration of the 
Pyramid Lake fishery, a highly productive natural resource now lost 
to us. 

Senator Brsie. This includes both the booklet and the photogra- 
phic exhibits on the easel. That will be the order. The statement 
will be placed in the record and reproduced in full. I am not quite 
clear how we can reproduce the pictures. We will leave that to Mr. 
Lineweaver. I think we can take care of it. 

Mr. Brancu. These amendments are included in our statement. 

Senator Brsite. You concur with the exact wording of those amend- 
ments? 

Mr. Brancu. We concur, and I think our wording is identical, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Our primary concern is the flood-control aspects of the project. 
A flood now would just double that damage, and as time progresses 
that damage will get progressively greater. 

Senator Brste. Thank you very much, Mr. Branch, for your very 
able and effective statement. 

Senator Malone. 

Senator Matone. In examining the exhibit of flood-control photo- 
graphs I would make this suggestion, that we select a half dozen good 
photographs. I have no doubt that they could be reproduced in the 
record itself. Then I would suggest that this document, which would 
be very helpful to the committee, merely be submitted as an exhibit 
if that would meet with vour approval. 

Mr. Brancu. We could submit the negatives on principal photo- 
graphs, which could be reproduced. 

Senator Binte. A good suggestion. The bulletin can be placed 
before the members of the Interior Committee. 

Senator Matone. Yes. 

Now, you are familiar with, and of course you remember, as de- 
scribed, several times it was necessary to pump out of the lake. The 
improvements under the Washoe County Conservation District and 
Boca Reservoir alleviated a good deal of that shortage, but not en- 
tirely. It probably has been responsible for not being necessary to 
pump out of the lake recently. I agree with you thoroughly that the 
flood-control threat is still there in full force. So the important part 
of your testimony is that, with certain amendments that you propose, 
in your opinion the project should go forward without delay, if the 
84th Congress, 2d session, can be induced to approve the project 
and an appropriation can be secured. You do not want the project 
held up for any further examination; any further surveys would merely 


eu 
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be in addition to the proposed project. This project you want to go 
ahead. 
Mr. Brancn. Yes. We think every year it is delayed it is a greater 
hazard upon this community. 
Senator Matone. That is the attitude of the entire delegation. 
Senator Brsute. Thank you very much. 
Senator Brste. We will now hear from Mr. George Devore, the 
chairman of the Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee. 
You may proceed, Mr. Devore. 
Mr. Devore. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George G. Devore. I am a water resources engineer, chair- 
man of the Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, a member of the 
California-Nevada Interstate Compact Commission, and also a mem- 
ber of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee. 
For more than 25 years past I have been familiar with and made 
water studies of the Truckee and Carson Rivers and also of Lake 
Tahoe. The Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee is composed of 
21 members representing the water users of the Carson Valley 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, Washoe County Water Conser- 
vation District, and Sierra Pacific Power Co. The committee repre- 
sents more than 95 percent of the water users of the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers in Nevada. 
This committee was created in February 1950 for the purpose of 
improving the water conditions on the Truckee and Carson Rivers so 
as to eliminate as far as economically feasible, the deficiencies in their 
water supply and to create such other benefits to the users as can be 
secured by the joint efforts of the members of this committee. 
Benefits required by the water users include the following: 
(1) Additional storage to supplement the present storage in the 
Truckee River Basin in order to eliminate water deficiencies which 
occur during years of drought, such as the current year, and to firm 
their present water supply. Such storage would not only serve the 
area irrigated in the Truckee River Basin but also all the lands irri- 
gated under the Newlands project. 
(2) Storage on the Carson River Basin for the benefit of the Carson 
Valley lands and other lands along the Carson River, which areas at 
present have no storage except of a minor nature which provides 
only a partial water supply during years of normal precipitation and 
during years of drought such as the current year, provides less than 
a 60 percent water supply for the average lands. This area has a 
water shortage practically each and every year. Certain users were 
not entitled to any water in the current vear and many had no water 
supply after August 1. 
Flood protection, improved sanitation conditions, hydroelectric 
power, and development of fish and wildlife resources: The proposed 
reservoirs on both the Truckee and Carson Rivers, in addition to 
irrigation benefits, would provide: 
(a) Flood benefits for the areas along both the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers and especially for the cities of Reno and Sparks; 

(6) The elimination to a large extent of the emergency sanitary 
conditions resulting in the Sparks area from floods as reported by 
the Health Department of the State of Nevada. 

(c) Other benefits resulting from these reservoirs such as the 

creation of additional hydroel lectric power, development.of fish 
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and wildlife resources, and park and recreational developments. 

(4) Drainage in Carson Valley and Truckee Meadows: Large 
areas in both the Carson Valley and Truckee Meadows require 
drainage in order to improve their productivity and availability for 
other uses. 

Work covered by the water-users committee: The water-users com- 
mittee created plans for the proposed development of the joint Truckee 
and Carson River project prior to the present plans developed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the Washoe project, and also compiled a 
water study of their proposed project covering a period of some 30 
v me which i indicated that a satisfactory water supply was available. 
The Bureau’s project, while deviating in certain instances from the 
committee’s plan, follows it in general and is accceptable to the 
committee. 

In addition to formulating a plan and making studies of the Washoe 
project, the committee has cooperated with both the Corps of Engi- 
neers of the United States Army in their proposed development plan 
on the Truckee River, and with the Bureau of Reclamation on their 
Washoe project. The committee has held numerous meetings with 
various members of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Secretary of the 
Interior, and Members of Congress in working out certain problems 
of the project and in coordinating the plans of the Bureau and the 
committee. 

The committee was instrumental in initiating the introduction of a 
bill in the last session of the Nevada Legislature which was enacted 
and which provides for the creation of a conservancy district as sug- 
vested in the Bureau of Reclamation’s report. 

The United States instituted a suit in 1926, known as the U.S. v. 
Alpine Land and Reservoir Company, to adjudicate the water rights 
of the Carson River. The committee was instrumental in drafting 
the terms of a stipulation in this suit between the downstream water 
users and the upstream users in the State of Nevada. This stipulation 
is pending during negotiations with the water users in the State of 
California for terms of a stipulation between the California and Nevada 
water users. The entry of a decree in this case is desirable and bene- 
ficial to all parties operating the Washoe project and/or using waters 
of the Carson and Truckee Rivers. 

The water users committee was also instrumental in proposing and 
having a bill introduced and passed in the last session of the Nevada 
Legislature creating the California-Nevada Interstate Compact Com- 
mission to negotiate the distribution and use of waters of Lake Tahoe 
and the Truckee, Carson, and Walker Rivers. A similar bill was 
introduced and passed in the California Legislature and in the United 
States Congress. It is not necessary that compact negotiations be 
completed prior to the authorization and construction of the Washoe 
project as the water users committee, in their comments on the 
Washoe feasibility report, agreed that any project or unit thereof 
which may be adopted pursuant to the Washoe report shall be subject 
to such modifications as may be required to conform to any compact 
which may be approved by the legislatures of the respective States of 
Nevada and California and by the Congress of the United States. 

The committee has also negotiated with: (a) The Truckee-Carson 
Irrigation District (lower water users on the Carson River) to grant 
the Carson Valley water users the right to store upstream, on the 
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Carson River adversely to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, 
sufficient supplemental water to irrigate the Carson Valley lands with 
the understanding that an equivalent amount of storage water would 
be replaced in the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District’s reservoir from 
the Truckee River storage; 

(6) The Washoe County Water Conservation District, the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co., and the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District to 
permit their water. rights on the Little Truckee River, both storage 
and natural flow, to be used in the operation of the Stampede power- 
plant so as to make the Washoe project economically feasible; 

(c) The Washoe County Water Conservation District and Sierra 
Pacific Power Co. to transfer their Boca Reservoir storage water right 
to Stampede Reservoir when and if it is necessary to store therein for 
the benefit of the Stampede powerplant ; 

(d) The Sierra Pacific Power Co. to divert its Independence Lake 
storage water and its natural flow of the Little Truckee through 
Stampede Reservoir and Stampede powerplant for the benefit of 
—_— generation at this plant; 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, Sierra Pacific Power 
Co., aa Washoe County Water Conservation District for the modifi- 
cation of existing decrees and agreements to the extent necessary for 
the operation of the Washoe project; 

(f) The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District and Sierra Pacific 
vi Co. for the purchase of such peaking power as is generated in 
the powerplants of the Washoe project on a peaking-price basis. 
These two organizations who are the major distributing agencies in 
the area served by the Washoe project, are willing to enter into such 
a purchase contract. The economic feasibility of the project depends 
to a large extent upon the benefits that can be secured from power, and 
in order to secure the highest price possible for power, it is necessary 
to operate the powerplants on a peaking basis; 

(qg) The members of the committee have discussed with the water 
users in the Truckee-Carson ae District, Washoe County, 
Water Conservation District, and the Carson Valley district, their 
desire to purchase water developed by the Washoe project report, and 
it is the opinion that contracts can be made with these organizations 
for the purchase of the irrigation water provided for in the Washoe 
project report; 

(hk) The members of the water users committee conferred with 
representatives of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
California Fish and Game Commission, Nevada Fish and Game 
Commission, and Bureau of Reclamation, and reached an agreement 
as to minimum channel releases to be made from the proposed reser- 
voirs at Stampede and Watasheamu. It was also agreed that addi- 
tional storage water above present requirements would be released 
from Lake Tahoe to maintain a minimum flow from Lake Tahoe for 
the benefit of fisheries, provided replacement water was made available 
to replace such excess releases without liability or cost to the water 
users. 

The committee recommends that Senate bill 497 be amended so 
that the excess land provision of the Federal reclamation law shall not 
be applicable to lands receiving supplemental water under the Washoe 
project. Lands in the Truckee meadows area, a part of the Washoe 
project, are already exempt by previous congressional legislation in 
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act of November 21, 1940 (54 Stat. 1219). Lands in the Carson 
Valley require an average of 1.3 acre-feet per acre of supplemental 
water from project sources or less than 30 percent of their total water 
requirements. The larger landholdings have the oldest water rights 
on the Carson River and re quire considerably less than 30 percent of 
their total water supply from the Washoe project. The economy of 
operation and use of water in Carson Valley is based on the present 
landholdings. 

Other members of the water users committee will testify in more 
detail as to certain features of the project. 

The Bureau’s ultimate Washoe development plan includes, in 
addition to the initial development now under consideration, a pro- 
vision for the lowering of the high-water level of Lake Tahoe 1.1 feet 
with a reservoir at Washoe Lake and also a provision for storage 
of water in Hope Valley, Alpine County, Calif., which would provide 
water for irrigation in Alpine C ounty and other areas. 

The Corps “of Army Engineers’ early reports included provision for 
lowering the high-water level of Lake Tahoe by lowering the outlet 
rim an equivalent amount. The Army engineers also proposed in 
another report to lower the high-water level of Tahoe 1.1 feet by 
creating replacement storage downstream from Tahoe with a capacity 
equivalent to the amount of water that Lake Tahoe storage was 
reduced due to lowering the high-water level. 

When the Washoe project is authorized, it is the intention of the 
committee to organize a conservancy district, covering the area of the 
proposed project in Nevada, as recommended in the report. The 
conservancy district would then enter into a contract with the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the repayment of all the repayable costs for 
irrigation and power under the project and would also enter into sub- 
contracts with the water users to provide funds to meet the payments 
required under the contract with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

It is the opinion of the committee that the project provides certain 
benefits largely of a public nature, that is, park and recreational de- 
velopment, public-health, fish and wildlife, and other related items 
to which has not been properly allocated a just share of the project 
construction costs. The allocations to these public purposes would 
be considered in the nonreimbursable category such as flood control. 

Furthermore, it is the opinion of the committee that the Bureau 
of Reclamation in basing their flood benefits on a 215 price level 
(1910-14100) and basing their power benefits on present day values 
are not consistent. It is further noted in the Corps of Army Engineers’ 
report on the Truckee River that the Chief of Engineers recommends 
to the Secretary of the Army that flood benefits be based on present- 
day costs. 

The committee recommends that during definite plan studies of the 
project, that the project costs be properly distributed among all pur- 
poses benefiting from the project and that flood control benefits be 
based on present-day prices. 

The committee recommends that the necessary procedure be fol- 
lowed so that the flood benefits of the Washoe project and the flood 
benefits of the Corps of Army Engineers’ project, both on the Truckee 
River and Carson River, can be considered as a joint project and that 
any benefits in excess of the costs under the Corps of Army Engineers’ 
project be considered in the allocation of costs on the Washoe project. 
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The water users committee request that your committee amend 

Senate bill 497 by inserting in said bill S. 497 at the end of the first 
paragraph on page 3 after the word ‘“‘pay”’ the following: 
Provided, That neither the provisions of the third sentence of section 46 of the 
Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 636, 649), or any other similar provision of the 
Federal reclamation laws shall be applicable to lands receiving supplemental water 
inder the Washoe project. 

The committee, furthermore, requests that you recommend Senate 
bill 497 for authorization in the next Congress. 

Mr. Devore. That completes my direct statement. 

Senator Birnie. Thank you very much. I think the record should 
show we on the congressional level certainly appreciate the true amount 
of work that you and your committee have put into this particular 
project, and the many contracts that you have made with us show the 
thoroughness with which you approached your task. | think it is a 
compliment to you and to your committee that when a project as 
complicated as this was presented, you have been able to sit down 
around the table with different views and different conflicts of interests 
and come up with an overall plan and project such as this. I think 
you and each of the members of your committee are to be highly 
complimented. 

Senator Malone. 

Senator Matone. How much power is now generated in this 
first, in the entire region that will be covered by the conservation 
district proposed? 

Mr. Devore. The installed capacity of the generating plants are 
approximately 15,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Matone. In the entire areas? 

Mr. Devore. In the entire areas under the project. 

Senator MaLonr. What is the approximate load factor they operate 
inder? 

Mr. Devornr. The Sierra Pacific powerplant operates on a hundred 
percent load factor. The hydro plant of the Truckee-Carson Irri- 
ration District, when water is available, operate on a hundred percent 
load factor. And during periods of scarcity of water they operate on a 
peaking basis. They have also 2,000 kilowatts of diesel capacity 
which they use primarily for standby and for peaking capacity. 

Senator Martone. Explain what you mean by peaking purposes. 
That is, on the peaking basis. 

Mr. Devore. The peaking basis is the method of operating genera- 
tion plants so as to supply power during the hours when the maximum 
demand occurs. This is necessary as the purchase of power from the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. under contract, and who supply some 80 
percent of the power used by this basin or this project area makes 
a charge for the maximum peak of the month and a charge also for 
the maximum annual peak, and it is the effort of the operating organi- 
zations to try to reduce this peak to the extent of their ability. 

Senator Matoner. Well, this peak—You mean, then, their entire 
charge is based on the two peaks you mentioned? 

Mr. Devore. No, it is a charge of—a demand charge and energy 
charge. 

Senator Matonr. Would you, for the record for the committee, 
when you edit your testimony explain something about just how this 
works out and the rates applied to it. 
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Mr. Devore. Would you be more explicit in your question. 

Senator Matonr. Yes. You have certain installations, like your 
own installations on the Truckee River, the Lahontan project, and 
also on the Carson River there are certain installations. They are 
operated in connection with power secured elsewhere. But what is 
the cost—demand cost and the actual cost—of the power secured 
from the P. G. & E. over, say, a period of 3 or 4 or 5 years, so you 
could understand what controls the price and about what the price 
actually is, considering the demand charge as well as the actual 
charge. 

Mr. Devore. Well, as I understand your question, you would like 
to know the approximate average price per kilowatt-hour over a 
period of time? 

Senator Matone. That is right, the kilowatt-hours that are actually 
used. 

Mr. Devore. Now, at the present time the cost of this power from 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. on the load factor being supplied is approxi- 
mately 7 mills, plus. There has been some litigation over contracts, 
and this rate has been—is somewhat higher than the rate which existed 
4 or 5 years ago. 

Senator Matone. Now, is the rate subject to readjustment from 
time to time, based on the cost of power to the P. G. & E. from their 
sources in California? 

Mr. Devore. That is a question that the Supreme Court is going 
to decide during the next session. The Federal Power Commission 
held it was subject to readjustment. The court of appeals ruled that 
it was not subject to readjustment. The original rate would be 
approximately 5 mills if not readjusted under the contract that was 
entered in 1948. 

Senator Matons. You will explain that in your more detailed 
statement, just what it is based on. That is to say, why do you 
believe it should not be subject to readjustment. 

Mr. Devore. That is quite an extensive volume to cover that. 

Senator Martone. I understand, but we don’t need too much of a 
detailed explanation, but I think the committee should understand 
the principle upon which this power that comes from outside the 
State—it ought to be considered supplemental power, but really, it 
is the tail wagging the dog now. 

Mr. Devore. That is right. 

Senator Matong. The fact that we have an opportunity through 
this project to generate more power within the region, which has a 
tendency to get back of the dog again. 

Mr. Devore. Even with this 28,000 kilowatts, if it goes into this 
area and the area is all interconnected and operated as an inter- 
connected unit. 

Senator Matone. Doesn’t your company serve practically the en- 
tire district except the Lahontan project? 

Mr. Devorg. Yes. They serve Lahontan project to a large extent, 
and the Lahontan supplies Fallon, and so forth. 

Senator Matone. But you do supply certain power even to the 
Fallon project? 

Mr. Devore. Yes, but with this 28,000 peaking demand—whether 
taken by TCID or the power company—will still not eliminate the 
importing of power from the P. G. & E. 





WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA SY 


Senator Matone. I understand that. 

Mr. Devore. Over 50 percent of the power will still be imported. 
Maybe I should say 60 percent. 

Senator Matone. It would be an important point to the commit- 
tee, what the further generation of power in this conservancy district 
might mean to the power users. 

Mr. Devore. Yes. I think one of the items we liaven’t mentioned 
as benefits here would be not only the power, but the availability of 
power. 

Senator Matone. That is what I included in my question. You 
control it here, whereas you do not control it coming from California 
if they have a shortage; do you? 

Mr. Devore. I think that is one of the reasons why people here 
would be willing to pay more for the power than the power coming 
over the hill, because it would be something on tap, available in case 
of emergency. 

Senator Manone. Haven’t we had several periods where it was 
necessary for the P. G. & E. to ration the power that came over the 
hill? 

Mr. Devorn. Not in recent years. 

Senator Matonr. What was the last period? 

Mr. Devore. | think that was in about 1946 or 1947. 

Senator Matone. It is always a threat, however. 

Mr. Devore. That is when power is Fe in all areas. I think 
under present conditions we must say the P. G. & E. have been very 
active in increasing their generating capacity a areahead of demand 
on their system. 

Senator Matone. Well, that is very nice to know: 

A good share of the power, or, at least, a large amount of power now 
_— the P. G. & E. secures is from dams and power in the State of 

California, in the Central Valley project, is it not? 

Mr. Devore. I would say that is a very minor amount, but it all 
gvoes to count. 

Senator Matoner. Minor to what; what the P. G. & E. serves? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Senator Matone. The P. G. & E. serves everything from northern 
California to Bakersfield? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Senator Matone. That is a terrific load, but as far as Nevada is 
concerned that is a very great proportion. When we are considering 
our needs the amount of power coming out of those installations is a 
high percentage of the power. 

Mr. Devornr. Yes. They have some very large plants, if that is 
what you mean, with outputs 

Senator Matonr. That is, the Central Valley project and Folsom 
and other dams. They are built and controlled by the Government. 

Mr. Devore. No, I think that is a very minor part of the total 
installed capacity of the P. G. & E. 

Senator Martone. But I am talking about the percentage of the 
power available in this area 

Mr. Devore. Yes, that is a large percent. 

Senator Matonr. How much power is generated at Shasta Dam? 

Mr. Devore. I couldn’t answer offhand. 

Senator MaLonr. Give me a general estimate. 
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Mr. Devore. Something around a hundred thousand kilowatts, 
prime, plus additional power. As I recall, they run up around 
200,000. Perhaps some of the reclamation people here can give you 
a better answer. 

Senator Matone. Mr. Larson, what is the amount of power gen- 
erated at Shasta Dam at the present time? 

Mr. Larson. I do not recall. 

Mr. Linewraver. They have an installation something like 400,000 
kilowatts at Shasta and Cheswick, but as Mr. Devore pointed out, 
the prime power there, if Shasta was operated by itself, would be 
probably not anywhere near that. However, outside of what is sold 
to the Sacramento Municipal District, the greater part of the produc- 
tion goes into P.G. & E.’s system and so integrated that in effeet—and 
they do have a contract with the P. G. & E. to firm up all of then 
power now which the Bureau did not have a few years ago. 

Senator Matone. Now, how much power is generated at Folsom? 

Mr. Linewkaver. It is about - 

Colonel Evy. One hundred and sixty thousand kilowatts. 

Mr. Lineweaver. About 15 at Nimbus. 

Colonel Evy. About 15 at Nimbus. 

Senator MaLone. Now, what part of the power from all of the in- 
stallations of the Government on the American River and Sacramento 
River, all included in that area, would be a firm power if operated to- 
gether? 

Mr. Linewkaver. As I say, on their contract 

Senator Matone. I am not asking about the contract. 

Mr. Linewraver. Well, the contract for firming it up 

Senator Martone. I understand that. I am asking now about the 
firm power on the Government-operated projects in that entire region 
if operated together. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Oh, I will have to get that for the record, 
Senator. 

Senator Matone. Well, now, I would like for these men who are 
with us to get it. 

Colonel Ey. I could get it. 

Senator Matone. Then if you get it for the record and if you work 
together with the Bureau you will have something authoritative on it. 

What is the difference of this total amount of power; how much is 
generated on the Lahontan project and how much in Carson Valley? 

Mr. Devore. Well, the hydro power in the Truckee-Carson Irriga- 
tion District is all—is generated from the canals coming from the 
Truckee and also generated from Lahontan Reservoir, which is a joint 
water of the Truckee and Carson. 

Now, as to their total output, I think you will have to ask some 
member of the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District when they are on 
the stand. 

Senator Matons. Is the Truckee-Carson iwrigaticn preject en- 
gineer here? 

James W. Jounson, Jr. The Truckee-Carson District has a gen- 
erating capacity of about 5,000 kilowatts. We generate about 15 
million kilowatt-hours per year. That is included in the new plant 
which is being completed and is practically completed at the present 
time, Senator. We have 2 diesels generating below what is known as 
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the 27-foot drop. With the exception of the 2,000 kilowatts of deisel, 
this is hydro. There are 3,000 of hydro. 

Senator Matone. What about the Carson River? 

Mr. Devore. None except which comes out of Lahontan Reservoir. 

Reviewing the power situation under discussion, each electric system 
has a peak demand during each year which may exist for only 1 to 3 
hours. During each month and each day there are also periods of 
short duration when the load reaches peaks that may be double -_ 
average load on the system. The power required to supply the syste1 
requirement over these short periods is referred to as peak-load pewe ei 
and when reference was made to the peaking bs io or peak power, it 
included the peak-load power charges referred to. The power pur 
chased by the Sierra Pacific Power Co. from the P acific Gas & Electric 
Co. under contract made in 1948 is based on a load-factor rate. This 
rate includes a charge based on the maximum demand during any 
month and also on the maximum demand during the previous 12 
months, as well as an energy charge for the kilowatt-hours received 
during each month. The demand charge is $1,632 for the first 2,000 
kilowatts of maximum demand billing during each month and $0.425 
per kilowatt of additional demand. The energy charge is in 4 blocks 
and amounts to 8.536 mills down to 4.365 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
The average cost per kilowatt-hour purchased from the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. throughout the year is approximately 7 mills. The 
power supposed to be supplied to this area by Washoe project would 
reduce the demand on Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and also the amount 
of energy in the different blocks and thereby reduce the cost of pur- 
chased power by approximately the same amount that the Bureau 
proposes to charge for power in their report. Under this procedure 
there would be no decrease in the power costs for the consumers. If 
and when this Washoe project power becomes available to this north- 
western area of Nevada, it will still be necessary to import approxi- 
mately 60 percent of the present power requirements. 

Senator Matonr. Now, this adjudication on the Carson River 
just what status does that have now? 

Mr. Devore. The case is set for March for the court to decide on 
the intervention of the county of Alpine in the Utility District of 
Markleeville. Mr. Johnson, who will appear as the last witness of 
the committee, has been working on that matter and can give you 
more information. 

Senator Matone. Is the report of the officer, special officer ap- 
pointed by the court to hold the hearings and make recommendations 
of their work completed? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Senator Matone. Has it been filed? Has it been filed with the 
court? 

Mr. Devore. Filed with the court. 

Senator Matone. Finally, so the court now can make a finding, a 
final decision? 

Mr. Devore. After they handle this intervention matter. 

Senator MALONE. Yes. 

Mr. Devore. I might state that the committee is working on some 
of the matter of trying to adjudicate or to stipulate between the 
Alpine County and Markleeville parties and the Carson water users 
so as to reach an early conclusion on this case instead of having it 
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possibly appealed further to the courts in case of a reversal by the 
Federal court, or retrial in the case. They are allowed to intervene 
in the case. We think that there is reasonable hope to secure a 
stipulation in this case. 

Senator Matonr. Do you think the construction of this project 
will materially further that end? 

Mr. Devore. I think that the construction of this project will be 
helpful; yes. 

Senator MaLong. Now, in this matter of the compact you have 
heard the questioning all day of the witnesses, and they have all 
agreed to date that this legislation will be satisfactory and that any 
agreement that might be arrived at by the compact commission of the 
two States. Do you agree with that? And your wording is already 
in the record, your suggested wording or that reference to it. 

Mr. Devore. Yes. That wording is taken from the comments 
that the committee filed with Governor Russell, in the State of Nevada, 
last January. There are quite a number of things to consider in 
connection with this compact finding, and I am sorry that Congress- 
man Engle is not still here so that we could discuss it further. 

The origination of the proposal to create this compact commission, 
as J understand it, started in the State of California and was supported 
by the State engineer’s office in Nevada. At that early date—which 
was several years back, maybe 6 years or so. The water users were 
skeptical of the idea, but further study in consideration of it seemed 
to indicate that it was the proper procedure to follow. It is not the 
desire or the intent of either State, according to my understanding, that 
they shall take more than a proper proportion of the unappropriated 
waters, and as these streams are developed with each project the circle 
of the unappropriated water shrinks, and there is more possibility of 
disagreements as to who is to secure the unappropriated waters, and 
the committee felt that a proper division of the unappropriated waters 
was proper, and they didn’t think Nevada should have all the un- 
appropriated waters; neither did they think California should have all 
the unappropriated waters. 

Senator Matone. Well, then, the purpose of my question, of course, 
is to clarify it. After the record gets cold it is difficult. 

Your opinion is, the project should proceed. There is nothing 
in the recommendation, in this recommendation of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, but what could later be made subject to any agreement 
that might be made under the compact negotiation, and it should 
proceed at once as fast as Congress sees fit to authorize it and if you 
can secure appropriations without regard to a future compact, just 
subject to whatever you may—they may later agree to. 

Mr. Devore. My personal opinion is that the compact will not 
interfere with the operation of the project in any material way. If 
it does interfere at all it will be in a very minor way. 

Senator Martone. It wouldn’t change the type of project at all. 

Mr. Drvorr. My personal opinion is that the compact will not 
interfere with the operation of the project in any material way. 
That is my opinion, and it is based on the fact that the land in Alpine 
County in California that can be economically developed at this time, 
new land, is relatively small. Alpine County, in my opinion, needs 
some supplemental water for the presently irrigated land. The 
amount that might be used in the future, I think, will have to have a 
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very high purpose to justify the cost unless some development, joint 
development, is made by Alpine County and land lying in Nevada 
in the Carson River Basin. 

The proposed reservoir of the project on the Carson is situated 
on the East Fork of the Carson The lands above the proposed 
reservoir are developed now about to their maximum extent as far as 
irrigation is concerned, and their elevation is quite high and the use is 
for pasture. That pasture in those areas is practic ally fully developed 
at this time, and any additional water that might be used in the 
upper East Fork of the Carson would be very minor. 

Then over on the Truckee River the storage in Stampede will 
augmented by storage in Boca and in Independence, and the new 
water that is stored there will not amount to over 126,000 acre-feet, 
the capacity of the reservoir. 

[I am advised by some of the Bureau’s personnel that their water 
studies show that after the construction of the Stampede Reservoir 
that the average flow down the Truckee River into Pyramid Lake 
will average 120,000 acre-feet a year. As I understand from the 
State engineer’s report, the California lands on the Truckee do not 
anticipate the use of any large amount of water, and over on the Carson 
the area that I think is irrigable there is considerably less than what 
might be developed on the Truckee, although the Alpine land might 
be of better character for agricultural purposes than the land on the 
Truckee. 

As suggested by the Bureau in their statement, the ultimate or second 
step of “their Washoe project includes the possibility of building a 
reservoir at Hope Valley in Alpine County. his reservoir would 
undoubtedly be a large reservoir, and the water from it would be used 
for the irrigation of land in the eastern part of Alpine County, which is 
the area that might be irrigated. That reservoir would hold more 
water than could be used in Alpine County, and the logical place of 
using the excess would be in the State of Nevada. By making a 
joint interstate use of it would reduce the unit cost of the water to 
the irrigators in Alpine County. 

Senator Martone. As I understand, on these higher pasturelands the 
consumptive use of water would be relatively small? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. I think some of the lands in eastern Alpine 
County that are now iad are similar to the lands in the western 
part of Douglas County on the west fork. They are porous lands 
primarily, so the application of water to them is very heavy when 
available, but the return flow to the stream is also very heavy. The 
consumptive use of the lands in this porous area and in the high 
lands, even though the application of water is very heavy, is probably 
not much more than the consumptive use in the lower lands clown in 
the lower Carson Valley which receive much less water. 

Senator Matone. Now, on this fish and wildlife subject, again—it 
has been touched on several times—replacement storage for any 
water that is diverted, I understodd—I would like it clarified—might 
be diverted possibly to Pyramid Lake. This replacement storage 
does that mean replacement of that water that might be diverted into 
Pyramid Lake that has been referred to? 

Mr. Devore. I think, Senator, you have gained the wrong impres- 
sion of what the witnesses for the fish and wildlife—fish and game 
commission meant in their statement. While there is a possibility 
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of making storage water available to Pyramid Lake in order to 
maintain a minimum flow, that water would be stored, according to 
my understanding, in a reservoir near Wadsworth and below the 
Derby Dam 

Senator MaLone. There would be a storage dam there? 

Mr. Devons. A storage dam. Now, Mr. Hunt, I understand, has 
made a preliminary investigation, and I think that his findings are that 
it would be more economic to create a fish hatchery to plant the fish 
rather than to maintain a minimum flow into Pyramid Lake, and 
Mr. Griswold can correct me if I am wrong in this matter. 

The other matter that was discussed primarily about replaceme nt 
storage was in order to maintain a minimum flow from Lake Tahoe. 
During the heavy runoff of the year, according to the decree, the gates 
at Lake Tahoe are closed, as the decree provides for a flow of 500 
second-feet after the Ist of March and no water is to be released from 
‘Tahoe when the flow is in excess of that amount. However, the water 
users agreed that they would take what steps they could to have the 
decree modified so that water could be released in the minimum amount 
from Lake Tahoe, even though the flow in the Truckee River was 
in excess of the 500 second-feet, provided that the Fish Commission, 
through some agency or their efforts, provided storage on the Truckee 
River in order to repay this water that was released from Lake Tahoe, 
and 

Senator MALonr. In excess? 

Mr. Devore. In excess of the so-called Floriston rate of flow in the 
decree. 

Senator Matonz. So there were two subjects involved: the matter 
of replacement and the matter of maintaining the flow into Pyramid 
Lake? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. 

Senator Matoneg. I am glad you clarified that testimony. 

[ have watched and waited with this thing 35 years: You are 
saying that the tunnel into Lake Tahoe using the Washoe Lake for 
storage, or, cutting the rim of the lake has been abandoned. Now, 
when we construct this project don’t you automatically abandon any 
thought of tunneling into Lake Tahoe for the Washoe project? 

Mr. Devorsr. Not necessarily. I think that is more opposition to 
tunneling into Lake Tahoe and creating a reservoir in Washoe, both 
in the Tahoe area and in Nevada, than there would be by lowering the 
rim and lowering the outlet of Lake Tahoe. The lowering of the rim 
is a relatively cheap and inexpensive operation. Jt creates the same 
benefits to the shores of Lake Tahoe as the tunnel and replacing the 
storage of Lake Tahoe over in Washoe Lake. 

[ think some of the confusion that has been in the Lake Tahoe area 
in regard to the cutting of the rim will be eliminated if the compact 
commission can make a finding and recommend on this matter about 
the rim and if the legislatures of the two States pass an act in regard 
to that matter and in this act there is granted to the littoral owners 
around the lake the area from high water to low water. 

Lake Tahoe people are very much concerned about the ownership 
of that area, and if the two legislatures granted this area to the littoral 
owners, then I think that would clear up to a large extent some of the 
objections that the people had. 
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Then in this connection—-which | noted in my statement—that 
the Army engineers in one of their reports considered the construction 
of a weir at the outlet which lowered the outlet and lowered the high 
water. This rim would be a final answer as to the lowering of the 
high water level at the lake. 

Senator Matone. A lowering of the high water. 

Mr. Devore. And the high water would be controlled, as it is now 
controlled. 

And | might state for the record that the present establishment of 
6,229.1 as a high level has been strictly observed since 1938 when the 
Truckee River agreement became effective, and at no time has the 
high water exceeded the high-water limit set by the agreement and the 
findings of Secretary Ickes. 

Senator Matone. Well, now, from your statement here, I want to 
clear for the record, you believe that this compact commission that 
has been set up and approved by the Congress may throw light on this 
matter and through agreements bring about some of these improve- 
ments in the future? 

Mr. Devore. I think that is possibly the only way that the people 
of Lake Tahoe would agree to the lowering of the rim. 

Senator Matonz. Now, a: gain, then, on this tunnel proposition into 
Lake T’ahoe—Washoe Valley, which has been suggested over a period 
of 30, 40 years at intervals, in the construction of the project now on 
which we are conducting hearings, wouldn’t that virtually be 
abandoned, any talk of tunneling? 

Mr. Devore. If the rim was lowered and the high water lowered 
then I see no reason for the Tahoe people to approve of a tunnel into 
Washoe Lake. 

Senator Matone. Well, you are building two reservoirs of some 
substantial amount of storage. If you had built the Washoe Reser- 
voir, used the tunnel, you might do away with some of the proposed 
storage. 

Mr. Devore. No. 

Senator Martone. Explain that for the record. 

Mr. Devore. You need the storage on this project, not only for the 
conservation of water, but you also need it for flood protection. Reno 
without that storage on Stampede, is still subject to the conditions 
that they were in 1950. 

Senator Matonsr. Well, then, it would transfer. If you had the 
project at Washoe Lake, if it were later to be constructed with the 
tunnel, it would change the use of the reservoir on the Truckee; it 
would be more or less flood control, not particularly irrigation? 

Mr. Devore. No;I think it would still be used for irrigation. Lake 
Tahoe does not furnish enough water to maintain a supply for irriga- 
tion. It takes the Truckee River, and even with the Truckee River 
and Lake Tahoe, it still requires the reservoir at Stampede in order 
to eliminate the shortages that exist during the dry years, and also 
to replace storage in the Lahontan that is deprived because of the 
upstream storage on the Watasheamu. 

Senator Matone. To clarify the record further, if through the 
compact method you could regulate the rim of the lake through the 
lowering of the rim, then you would eliminate the necessity virtually 
of the Washoe Tunnel. 
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Mr. Devore. As far as Lake Tahoe is concerned it would be 
eliminated, in my opinion. 

Senator MaLonr. Now, on to the next part of your testimony. 
You say not enou eh of the cost is allocated to non-reimbursable cost. 
Did I understand that you did not think the estimates were kept up 
to date in the flood control and other features of nonreimbursable 
costs; that they should probably be greater? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. 

Senator Matonr. Whatever they are, of course, will not be 
reimbursable. 

Mr. Devore. Correct. 

Senator Mauone. In considering it as a joint project, one project 
has been authorized subject to the authorization of the other, before 
it can begin, before construction can be begun on that project. Then 
in your opinion, if you are considering the allocation of costs as a joint 
project, it might result in a noticeable reduction in the assessment 
for irrigation costs. 

Mr. Devore. The reduction in the irrigation costs might not be 
of any major amount in the first step of the Army and the first step 
of the Bureau, but in additional steps, such as the Lake Tahoe project, 
this would bring in large flood benefits. 

Senator Matonr. Then you are setting a precedent for the future 
more than benefits for the present, but you think it should be done 
for the benefit of the project as a whole and future employment as a 
joint project? 

Mr. Drvorr. In my opinion that is the proper way it is to be 
considered because the two projects on the Truckee are actually one 
project, just like Folsom project in California. Part of it is con- 
structed and built by the Army and part of it by the Bureau, and 
while I have never inquired about their benefits being jointly used, 
[ presume that it was because it was a joint project. 

Senator Matone. I think it might all be considered as one project, 
but we had the survey completed on the first part, and wanted to 
get it out of the way so we would not have to consider it when this 
one was ready. That is about right? 

Mr. Devore. That is about right, and we were hopeful it would 
have less items in it that would be controversial in the first step. We 
recall the Bureau has suggested in Hope Valley, and there was some 
opposition in Alpine County to the Hope Valley plan. Then there 
was a reduction of the high levels at Tahoe by both the Army and by 
the Bureau, and these did not receive approval by the property 
owners, and | think now, with the compact commission, that we are 
reaching a position where we can really do something that will get 
results and will give the people of Lake Tahoe the protection that 
they are entitled to. 

Senator Matone. | think your testimony has done much to clear 
up the reason for a compact. In other words, a compact proposal 
was not to delay a project of this nature, but was to settle problems 
that would arise in the future more than on the present proposed 
project? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. The compact, as far as this project 
is concerned, wouldn’t interfere. 

Senator Martone. That is all. 
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Senator Binte. Thank you very much, Mr. Devore, for a very fine 
and able statement. ; 

Our next witness is Senator Fred Settelmeyer. 

Senator Matone. I think the wording proposed by Mr. Devore 
could be added to the bill if any such is to be added. 

Senator Binute. By way of clarification. 

Senator Matone. In considering the regulation of this project, 
subject to any future benefits that may be made. Then I will just 
submit that as a part of vour statement. 

Senator Brsite. Mr. Devore has handed to the Chair a suggested 
amendment to section 5 to cover the statement made by him con- 
cerning the—relative to conforming to the compact, and this will be 
imprinted at this place in the record. 

Mr. Devore. Suggested as a new section. 

Senator Braie. Suggested as a new section, section 5. [Reading:] 

Any project unit authorized by this act shall be operated so as to conform 
to that portion of any compact relating to the Truckee and Carson Rivers which 
may be approved by the legislatures of the respective States of Nevada and Cali- 
fornia and consented to by the Congress of the United States. 

You may proceed, Senator Settelmeyer. 

Mr. F. H. SETTELMEYER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Malone, I am 
KF. H. Settelmeyer, a member of the Truckee-Carson Water Users 
Committee, and I operate the ranching property in Carson Valley, 
Nev., on which I was born. I can state without any reservation that 
a water shortage for irrigation exists on the Carson River above La- 
hontan Reservoir almost every year. The degree of shortage varies 
from moderate in years of normal precipitation to a very acute short- 
age in those years when precipitation drops below normal. The 
supple mental water supply proposed in the Washoe project could be 
of incalculable benefit in stabilizing the economy of the entire area. 
Proposed drainage in certain areas would be of great benefit where 
such drainage is feasible. 

I feel that I cannot stress too strongly the impracticality of inelud- 
ing the 160-acre limitation in the Washoe project. The Carson Valley 
area is the oldest agricultural area in Nevada. ‘The area is noted for 
its population stability. Many of the ranching units are being oper- 
ated by the third and fourth generations of the original settlers. The 
constant objective has been to build up balanced outfits or self-suffi- 
cient economic units. In our area this is absolutely impossible under 
the 160-acre limitation. 

It is recognized that the larger ranches are the older ranches and it 
follows that they have the oldest water rights and their supplemental 
water requirements are the lowest in the v ralley The economic opera- 
tion and use of water in the Carson Valley is based on the present land- 
holdings and the present method of use. The storage that presently 
exists for Carson Valley lands is of a minor nature and is largely con- 
trolled by owners of more than 160 acres, as well as the holders of the 
older water rights. The attached schedule gives relative areas of 
present holdings. 

We, therefore, request that the excess land provisions of the Federal 
reclamation law be not applicable to the lands included in the Washoe 
project. 

It has been developed that an overall conservancy district will be 
formed to underwrite the reimbursable part of the project. It is my 
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belief that Carson Valley water users will purchase their supplemental 
water requirements from the conservancy district if it is at all possible 
to meet the repayment provisions of the contract. 


Summary Data on Excess LANDHOLDINGS,! WASHOE PROJECT, 


NEVADA- 


CALIFORNIA 


Summary of excess land 


Item 


Excess acreage (over 160 acres per farm) 
Number of farms (over 160 acres per farm) 


Percent of total farms (over 160 acres per farm). .-..........-- 
Percent of total acreage (over 160 acres per farm)__...._...__-- 
Excess acreage (over 320 acres per farm).........-....-.....- 
Number of farms (over 320 acres per farm)_.............---.- 


Percent of total farms (over 320 acres per farm) 


Percent of total acreage (over 320 acres per farm)_...........-- 


Total estimated acreage (all farms) 
Number of farms (all farms) 


Empire, | 
Jayton, and hae. 
Fort Total 
Churchill | 
| 
| | 
23, 119 | 3, 430 | 
56 | 11 
37 34 
60 54 
17, 093 2, 208 | 
22 6 
15 19 
44 35 
38, 746 6, 360 
150 | 32 | 


Carson 
Valley 


26, 549 
67 

37 

59 

19, 301 
28 

15 

43 

45, 106 
182 


1 Data taken from the proposed finding of fact in the district court case of the United States v. Alpine 
Land and Reservoir Company, et al., dated June 28, 1951. 


Range in size of farms with excess holdings 


Range in size of farm (irrigated acres) Empire, 
Dayton, and 
Fort 


Churchill 


Carson 
Valley 





160 to 320 

320 to 500_.- 
500 to 800... 
800 to 1,000 
1,000 and over 


Ri 5 ds 


Senator 
Senator 


Brste. Thank you very much, Senator Settelmeyer. 
Malone. 

Senator Martone. No questions. 

Senator Braue. I think that is a very clear statement. 
very much. 

Ed Peckham. You may proceed, Mr. Peckham. 
for the purpose of the record. 

Mr. Epwarp PreckHam. Senator Malone, Senator Bible, and mem- 
bers of the committee, this is a statement of Washoe County Water 
Conservation District with reference to irrigation. 

The board of directors of the Washoe County Water Conservation 
District is of the opinion that its members are in general satisfied 
with the existing arrangement except that they feel that they could 
beneficially use some additional water during the months of July 
and August, and for a greater part of the irrigating season during 
very dry years. 

It is understood that in order to make the Washoe project economi- 
cally feasible, it will be necessary for the Sierra Pacific Power Co., the 


Thank you 


Identify yourself 
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Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, and the Washoe County Water 
Conservation District to pool their water rights on the Little Truckee 
River and that it will be necessary for the conservation district to 
transfer its Boca storage rights to Stampede Reservoir under certain 
conditions in order to aid in the operation of Stampede powerplant. 
The board cannot, of course, say that these things can be accomplished 
until it is apprised of the specific conditions under which they are 
proposed to be accomplished and what benefits the members of the 
conservation district are to receive in return therefor, and until these 
matters are given careful consideration by the members of the con- 
servation district. The board is of the opinion, however, that if the 
conservation district members can be assured that they will receive 
the irrigation benefits and the flood-control benefits they desire 
without worsening their present position such as increase the cost of 
or decrease the water supply, such pooling and transfer can be accom- 
plished through negotiation with the interested parties. 

It is also assumed that the conservation district will enter into a 
contract or contracts for the purchase of supplemental water to be 
developed through the Washoe project. The board is of the opinion 
that most members of the conservation district feel that the addi- 
tional irrigation benefits which their lands may receive by reason of 
the Washoe project will not justify any substantial assessments in 
addition to present property taxes and conservation district assess- 
ments. It is the further opinion of the board that if the members of 
the conservation district will consent to the conservation district 
contracting for the purchase of supplemental water they will agree 
only to the purchasing of such amount of water at a nominal or 
perhaps small cost, as will actually be put to beneficial use upon the 
lands embraced in the conservation district and not to a contract 


which will require payments merely to make supplemental water 
available whether it is used or not. 

As to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District’s agreement to permit 
storage in Carson Valley, the board knows of no objections on behalf 
of the conservation district as long as its members are not injured 
thereby. 


WITH REFERENCE TO FLOOD CONTROL 


The board believes that the project will be of great benefit to a 
large proportion of the lands in the conservation district, as well as to 
others interested in this project and it feels that the frequently 
recurring floods to which the Truckee meadows are subjected, and the 
high water table existing in the eastern portion of our valley, constitute 
an emergency condition. Other interested parties will no doubt 
adequately report on the damage to property and potential danger 
to health resulting from these conditions but the board wishes to 
point out that in some of these frequently recurring floods at least 
five thousand acres of land within the conservation district, repre- 
senting approximately one-eighth of the land embraced therein, is 
inundated with resulting damage to buildings, machinery, fences and 
ditches and loss of crops and livestock. Though it will by itself ad- 
mittedly not completely eliminate these hazards, it is the opinion of 
the board that the phase of the Washoe project contemplating the 
lowering of the reefs in the Truckee River near Vista and the cleaning 
of the Truckee River Channel below these reefs will go a long way 
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toward alleviating these dangers. We have been assured by repre- 
sentatives of the United States Army engineers, who have made a 
thorough study of the matter, that this phase of the project could be 
carried through independently of and prior to the other phases of the 
project; and we have been assured by the Army engineers and Washoe 
County that this phase of the project could be accomplished without 
expense to individual property owners. The board believes therefore 
that this phase of the project should be given first priority. 


RE AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECT 


Because the board believes that it will be possible to work out an 
arrangement with the other interested parties whereby the conserva- 
tion district members will receive some irr igation benefits, though they 
will probably be comparatively small as ¢ ompared to the power, flood 
control, and irrigation benefits to be received by the other interested 
parties, and because the board believes that a considerable portion 
of the lands in the conservation district will receive great benefits 
from the flood control phase of the Washoe project, the W Fashoe Count Vv 
Water Conservation District urges the approval of Senate bill 497 
at the earliest possible date. 

Senator Brsnte. Thank you very much, Mr. Peckham. 

Senator Malone. 

Senator Martone. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I under- 
stand the statement, Mr. Peckham. You urge the immediate pro- 
cedure in authorizing the project at the earliest possible time, and the 
necessary details, from your statement, will have to be worked out 
later. But the first move is the authorization of the project and 
funds to construct it. 

Mr. Pecxuam. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Bisnis. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Jimmie Johnson. 

James W. Jounson, Jr. This is probably repetitious, but I may as 
well prove I can read, anyway. 

My name is James W. Johnson, Jr. I am the attorney for the 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. I am also a member of the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, the Nevada-California 
Interstate Water Conference Committee. 

As you perhaps know, the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District 
operates the Newlands project, which was one of the first reclamation 
projects constructed in this country. 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District is represented upon the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, and as such, has assisted in 
the studies made of the use of water of the Truckee and Carson Rivers, 
and Lake Tahoe. In addition to this, the irrigation district has carried 
on independent studies to determine the effect of construction of the 
Washoe project upon the Newlands project. 

We fully realize that any project as comprehensive and with as many 
divergent interests as the Washoe project, is bound to raise issues of 
disagreement. However, with this in mind, we wish to state at the 
outset that the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District approves the 
authorization of the Washoe project. We feel that on the whole, the 
benefits to be received as a result of this project to be of great magni- 
tude. 





WASHOE RECLAMATION PROJECT, NEVADA-CALIFORNIA 10] 


The benefits to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District are found 
in the supplemental water which would be available to the irrigation 
district for purchase by it upon completion of the Washoe project. 

Perhaps one of the greatest benefits of the project can be found in 
the generation of power. The entire area in northwestern Nevada 
will, as a result of increasing population, reach a point in the near 
future where the demand will exceed the present supply available from 
all sources. Any increase in power generation of any kind is necessary 
and of great importance to the economic development of the entire 
area covered under the Washoe project. 

The irrigation district, through its representation upon the Truckee- 
Carson Water Users Committee has assisted in certain studies for the 
formulation of the Water Conservancy Act for the State of Nevada, 
which was recommended by the Washoe project report. 

The Nevada and California Legislatures have enacted the legisla- 
tion creating an interstate compact commission. Such action has 
been ratified by the Congress of the United States. The Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District is represented upon such commission. The 
commission itself, is, as you know, designed to negotiate the water 
rights of the two States, Nevada and California, in the Truckee, 
Carson, and Walker Rivers and Lake Tahoe. It is felt that such a 
commission will establish the rights of the respective States relative 
to the water of the rivers designated and Lake Tahoe. It is not 
necessary that the compact negotiations be complete prior to the 
authorization of the initial development of the Washoe project. 

Under the Washoe project, the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, 
in an effort to assist in the greatest utilization of water resources in 
this area, has agreed to grant Carson Valley water users on the 
Carson River the right to store in Watasheamu Reservoir, water for 
supplementary irrigation, adversely to Lahonton Reservoir with the 
express understanding that an equivalent amount of storage water 
would be replaced from the Truckee River storage. 

This agreement or stipulation originally stems from negotiations 
entered into between the upper and lower Nevada users, through the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, in an effort to settle the 
action which was filed by the United States, upon behalf of the 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. That case is known as The 
United States v. Alpine Land and Reservoir Company. Alpine County 
and the Markleville Utility District, both being California interests, 
have petitioned to intervene in the action. Asa result of the petition to 
intervene, the irrigation district, together with upstream Nevada users, 
through the Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee, are attempting 
to negotiate the rights claimed by the prospective intervenors. During 
the past year, a conference was held resulting in an agreement between 
the parties involved to attempt to negotiate the rights and thus end 
the long pending Alpine Land and Reservoir suit. A hearing is set 
in the Federal District Court for the District of Nevada on the petition 
to intervene in March of 1956. It is hoped that all negotiations will 
be satisfactorily completed by that time. 

It must be pointed out here, that the stipulation entered into be- 
tween upper and lower Nevada users is necessarily predicated upon 
availability of replacement storage, as is provided for in the Washoe 
project. 
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The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District has also agreed with the 
W ashoe County Water Conservation District and the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. to pool their water rights on the Little Truckee River for 
the purpose of creating sufficient water for the generation of power, 
thereby making the construction of Stampede Reservoir economically 
feasible. 5 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, together with the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co, are the two distributing agencies of power in the 
area serviced by the Washoe project, and are willing to purchase the 
power generated by the Washoe project upon a ‘peaking basis as 
proposed in the report. 

The Washoe project allows water to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District on the basis of existing irrigation efficiencies for the 70,000 
acres of land now under water right contract in the Newlands project. 
As you perhaps know, when the Newlands project was formulated, 
the United States contracted to furnish to the project a sufficient 
amount of water to irrigate 87,500 acres of land, together with 50,000 
acres of pasture land. 

The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District does not wish to be pegged 
at a 70,000-acre maximum. We feel that by increasing the efficiencies 
of use in our area, together with the ultimate proposed deve ‘lopment 
under the Washoe project, additional acreage in the Newlands project 
could be irrigated. 

It has been shown that continuous crop production over many years 
has proved the adequacy of the lands in the Newlands project for 
irrigation farming. Since the classification of lands in 1926, the 
Bureau of Reclamation recognizes the high record of crop production 
in the Newlands project. When the Washoe project is authorized, 
it is the intention of the irrigation district to enter into a contraci 
with the conservancy district, when established, for the repayment 
of its proper share of moneys for increased supplementary water 
supply and electric power. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very much. 

Senator Malone. 

Senator Matone. You feel, I gather from this statement, Jim, that 
there is nothing now at this stage that would interfere in going ahead 
with this project. 

Mr. Jonnson. That is correct, sir; nothing at this stage. 

Senator Matonz. Any agr eements that might be later entered into 
under the authorized compact could be incorporated i in the operation 
of the project as now proposed? 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct. 

Senator Martone. That is all. 

Senator Brste. Thank you very much, Jim. 

The Chair has had a request from Mr. Will Bliss from Glenbrook 
to be heard. We will be very delighted to have your testimony, 
Mr. Bliss. 

Mr. Wiit Buss. My name is Will M. Bliss, property owner of 
Lake Tahoe, also a member of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water 
Conference Committee, as well as a member of the recently formed 
Nevada-California C ompact Commission. 

I am sorry I haven’t any written statement to give you at this time. 
I came over here with the firm intention of saying nothing, but I don’t 


seem to be able to quite do it. 
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I would like it thoroughly understood this is only my personal 
opinion. I have no intention in any way of trying to slow up the 
approval of the Washoe project in Congress. At this time, however, 
[ do want to make a very extremely firm statement that I do not 
approve of the cutting of the rim. I say, at this time. I do not 
approve of the cutting “of the rim to lower the maximum elevation as 
well as the minimum elevation, nor do I approve of the tunnel project. 
I definitely feel that the solution for Lake Tahoe is now in the hands 
of the Army engineers. They have been requested to make further 
studies, and I think their further studies should be turned over to the 
compact ccmmission which has just recently been formed, and any 
decision is that comes out of the compact commission is entirely a 
different proposition from the statements at this time that cutting 
the rim is the proper way to handle the situation, or that putting a 
tunnel through is. I am distinctly at this time opposed to both, as a 
property owner and a member of these committees. 

Senator Braue. Thank you very much, Mr. Bliss. Then I think 
you concur with the second part of Colonel Barton’s report when he 
recommends further studies be carried forth by the Army engineers? 

Mr. Buss. I certainly do. 

Senator Brsite. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buiss. We will be very glad to hear the results. 

Senator Martone. I understand from your statement, Will, and 
from our conversations prior to your testimony, that you believe the 
project as recommended by the Corps of Engineers should ZO ahead 
and that it in no wise interferes with any recommendations that may 
later be made and agreed upon by the compact, if there is some pro- 
vision that any provision made through the compact will be made 
effective through the regulation of the project. 

Mr. Buss. That is exactly right; as long as we discuss the situation 
later on I am thoroughly in agreement with it, and in no way do I 
want to delay the approval by Congress. 

Senator Martone. That is all. 

Senator Brsite. Thank you very much. 

Are there others in the audience here this afternoon who care to 
make any statement before the committee? If there are none it 
will be understood that the record will be kept open until November 1 
and if there are any other statements they should be furnished di- 
rectly to Gail Clary, the court reporter, whose office is in department 2, 
Judge Maestretti’s courtroom at the Washoe County Courthouse, 
just across the street, in Reno, Nev. 

Senator Matone. May I clarify that to a certain extent? There 
have been some inquiries. What do you really mean by limiting the 
statements coming in; that is so we can have a deadline for the 
printers? 

Senator Brsie. That is correct. 

Senator Matong. Anyone who has ideas or statements could be 
considered by the committee in any case. 

Senator Braue. Exactly, ves. 

Senator Matonr. That is all. 

(Mr. Bliss subsequently submitted the following statement:) 
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OcTOBER 28, 1955. 
Mr. Goopricu W. LINEWEAVER, 
Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. LINEWEAVER: I hope to take advantage of the statement made by 
Senators Malone and Bible that additional testimony could be added up to Novem- 
ber 1 to that given at the Senate subcommittee hearing at Reno several weeks ago 
concerning the Washoe project. I would therefore like to add to my testimony 
to explain why in testifying I was so adamant at that time against lowering the 
natural rim of Lake Tahoe or the boring of a tunnel to Washoe Valley. 

I would therefore like to add to my testimony the following: My reasons for 
being so adamant against either cutting the natural rim of Lake Tahoe by 1 foot 
or boring any tunnel whatever from the Tahoe Basin are: 

First, it always has been the contention of many property owners around the 
lake that cutting the natural rim which is the controlling factor of low-level 
water at Lake Tahoe, would establish a precedent which might in future years be 
repeated. 

Also, a tunnel at elevation 6,223.0 which is the low point on said rim, in our 
opinion, will alter the natural discharge possibilities from the lake at the lower 
elevations, with what future legal ramifications we are unable at this time to 
predict. 

It has also been our contention that should the low level of the lake be artificially 
lowered sufficiently so that a strip of land around the lake should become exposed, 
said land, belonging to the States involved, is subject to public sale, and the 
present lakefront-property Owners would accordingly lose their lake frontage. 

So far in connection with all of the above I have heard only of cutting the rim a 
foot to reduce the maximum and minimum levels of the lake or of the tunnel 
proposition but I have heard of no definite safeguards suggested to protect the 
rights of the property owners around the lake. End of addition to testimony. 

I shall appreciate having the above added to the official record of my testimony. 

Sincerely yours, 


W. M. Buiss. 


Senator Brsie. That is all. If there is nothing further, the com- 
mittee wishes to thank those who participated in this hearing. | 


think that we have developed a very fine and comprehensive record. 
The meeting will stand adjourned. 
(The following material was sucsequently received for the record: ) 


SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION ON FLOOD DAMAGE, WESTERN NEvaDaA, 
DECEMBER, 1955 


Senator Bible, for the information of the committee, the Senate and the Con- 
gress, I desire to supplement information as to the recurring flood damages in 
the Truckee and Carson Valleys that would be prevented or ameliorated by the 
construction of the Washoe project. 

There will be included in the record communications giving factual information 
with respect to the disastrous floods of December 23 and 24, 1955 from the follow- 
ing authoritative sources: Hon. Charles H. Russell, Governor of Nevada; Hugh 
A Shamberger, state engineer of Nevada; Joe Williams, executive secretary of 
the Nevada Farm Bureau; George G. Devore, chairman of the Truckee-Carson 
Water Users Committee, Floyd H. Crabtree, director, civil defense agency, State 
of Nevada; and from the Secretary, Department of the Army with respect to 
S. 497. 

Particular attention is called to Mr. Shamberger’s analysis of the preventive 
facilities that the Washoe project would have provided had it been constructed. 


STATE OF NEvaDaA, 
Carson City, January 6, 1256. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear ALAN: Recently disastrous floods on the Truckee and Carson Rivers have 
pointed up the necessity of early construction under the so-called Washoe project. 

Summaries of damage along the Carson and Truckee Rivers total, on the basis 
of early estimates, $3,347,000. It is possible that this figure will be increased 
materially when the water subsides and it is possible to make a complete survey. 
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It is my belief, from conservations w ith the State engineer. officials of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and civil defense authorities as well as engineers and officials in 
the affected counties, that had the Washoe project been in operation the flood 
damage on the Carson River would have been reduced by about 85 percent 
vhile on the Truckee River it would have been reduc ed conside rabl 

Records show that the peak discharge on both the Carson and Truckee Rivers 
was considerably in excess of that during the disastrous flood of 1950. Figures 
released this week by the United States Geological Survev show that the peak 
discharge on the Carson River at a station near Carson Citv was 25.500 cubic 
feet per second on December 23 compared with a peak discharge of 15,500 eubi 
feet per second during the flood of 1950 The Truckee’s peak was 20,800 cubic 
feet per second this vear compared with 19,900 cubic feet per second in 1950 
The peak of the East Fork of the Carson River during this flood was 18.600 
cubic feet per second and that of the West Fork was 6,000 cubie feet per second 

As you know the proposed Watasheamu Dam would be erected on the East 
Fork of the Carson River under the Washoe project plan. Had the dam been in 
operation flood damages in Carson Valley would have been reduced by approxi- 
mately 85 percent, as there was some flooding of lands and loss of hay along the 
West Fork of the Carson which would not have been controlled by the dam. 

The December storm on the Truckee did not center, to any great extent, along 
the watershed above the site of the proposed Stampede Dam. It must be remem- 
bered, however, that under the Washoe project the Stampede Dam would have 
permitted Boca reservoir to have remained empty prior to the storm and to have 
acted as a flood control reservoir. 

Further, the Little Truckee River would have been dried up completely during 
the storm had Stampede Dam been in operation. 

The construction of the dam on the North Fork of Prosser Creek as proposed 
by the Nevada Fish and Game Commission under the Washoe project would have 
acted as a reservoir possibly reducing the flow of Prosser Creek by as much as 
one-half, 

Further the Washoe project proposes the removal of the reefs in the Truckee 
fiver which undoubtedly would have saved considerable damage from flooding 
in the Truckee Meadows. 

Anything you can do during the current session of the Congress to obtain ap- 
propriations or authorization for the construction of the Washoe project certainly 
would be most valuable to Nevada and would prevent to a major degree any repe- 
tition of this tlood disaster. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES H. RussE.u, 
Governo 


Srave oF NEvaDA, 
OFFICE OF STATE ENGINEER, 
Carson City, Nev., January 6, 1956 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C 

Dear ALAN: This letter is in response to your request for a brief statement 
setting out the damages caused by the December 23 and 24, 1955, flood on the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers, together with an estimate as to the saving of damages 
had the proposed Washoe project been in operation. 

The Geological Survey has just released some discharge figures which will be of 
interest to you. On the Carson River the peak discharge at the station near 
Carson City was 25,500 cubie feet per second on December 23. This compares 
with a peak discharge of 15,500 during the November 1950 flood. The peak 
discharge on the East Fork Carson River December 23 was 18,600 cubic feet per 
second. 

The Truckee River had a peak of 20,800 cubic feet per second at Reno on De- 
cember 23. The peak discharge during the November 1950 flood was 19,900 
cubic feet per second. 

I am informed that the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with the Bureau of 
teclamation will commence a flood damage survey starting Monday, January 9 
It will probably be at least a month before any results of this survey will be 
available. 

The figures I am now giving you are estimates; however, | feel that they are 
conservative and that the final determination by the Corps of Engineers will 
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show higher overall damages. The damage figures given herewith are a com- 
pilation of data obtained by the Extension Service, Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion, Bureau of Reclamation, State, county and city officials, and are, as indicated 
above, an estimate based on the best information available at this time. 


Estimated damages caused by the Dec. 23 and 24, 1955, floods on the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers 


Truckee River Carson River 
Public | Private Public Private 
property property property | property 








City of Reno 

City of Sparks. -- 

Municipal Airport 

Washoe County 

Derby Dam 

Douglas County --- 

oh beeen 

Agriculture (includes lands, buildings, flumes, 
irrigated fields, canals, structures, et« 


~~~ 439, 000 |_- 


Subtotal 1, 026, 300 915, 000 505, 700 | 900, 000 
Recapitulation: | 
Damage to public property ---------- | $1, 026, 300 $505, 700 
Damage to agricultural lands 915, 000 900, 000 


Subtotal . 1, 941, 300 


1, 405, 700 
Ee irahacendeheheiadlell $3, 347, 000 | 


| 


| 
UNDER WASHOE PROJECT CONDITIONS 
Carson River 

The proposed Watasheamu Dam on the East Fork of the Carson River would 
have prevented any flood damage on the East Fork Carson River and on the 
main Carson River below the confluence with the West Fork. The peak flow on 
the East Fork was 18,600 cubic feet per second and on the West Fork about 
6,000 cubie feet per second. Some flooding of lands and hay occurred on the 
West Fork in California and Nevada, but the damage was small as compared to 
the damage on the East Fork and main Carson River. 

Had the Watasheamu Dam been in operation the flood damages would have 
been reduced approximately 85 percent. 

Truckee River 

The proposed Stampede Dam on Little Truckee River would have prevented 
flood damage to a minor extent during the December 23 and 24 flood. It so 
happened that this particular storm did not center to any great degree on the 
watershed above the Stampede Dam site. However, it should be borne in mind 
that under project operation with Stampede Dam in, Boca Reservoir would have 
been empty prior to the storm and would have acted as a flood control reservoir. 

It should also be borne in mind that with Stampede Dam in the Little Truckee 
River could have been completely dried up during the entire flood period. During 
the recent flood, releases of about 5,000 to 6,000 cubic feet per second from Boca 
Reservoir had to be made following the peak of the flood to evacuate storage 
water and provide space for any possible additional flooding. This spilling of 
water prolonged the flooding in the lower Truckee Meadows. 

According to Bureau of Reclamation officials, had the rainstorm continued 
for an additional 2 hours it would have meant spilling 8,000 cubic feet per second 
of water from Boca Reservoir, which would have caused approximately a 2-foot 
rise of water in the Reno area, The increased damages caused by such a 2-foot 
rise of water during the peak flood period would have been extremely high— 
many times greater than the damges actually recorded. 

The construction of a dam on North Fork of Prosser Creek for fish and wildlife 
purposes, as suggested by the Nevada Fish and Game Commission, would have 
been of material help during the recent flood. Such a dam would provide 
reservoir capacity of 15,000 acre-feet. Possibly as much as one-third to one-half 
of the recent flood flow contributed by Prosser Creek (one of the major contrib- 
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utors of this flood) was discharged by this tributary. The operation of such a 
reservoir could well have taken 2,000 cubie feet per second off of the peak flow. 

In summarizing the effect of the Washoe project on the December 23 and 24 
flood, it can be said that about 85 percent of the flood damage on the Carson 
tiver would have been eliminated. On the Truckee River, with Stampede Dam 
in on the Little Truckee River and Boca Reservoir used for flood-control purposes, 
some saving in damages would have been made. If the storm had continued for 
2 hours longer the saving in damages would have been great. The dam on the 
North Fork of Prosser Creek for fish and wild life purposes, as suggested by the 
State fish and game commission, could well have taken 2,000 cubic feet per second 
off of the peak flow with considerable saving in damages. 

With kind personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Huan A. SHAMBERGER, 
State Engine: 


NEVADA Farm BUREAU, 


Reno, Nev., January 5, 1956. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


Senate Office Building, Washington 1, D. C. 

Dear ALAN: A complete survey and analysis has been made of the flood 
damage in the Reno, Carson Valley, and Mason Valley areas. 

A final total arrived at amounted to $2,240,000. Of this amount, approxi- 
mately 50 percent represents the loss of feed from flood and rain damage and the 
other 50 percent involves damage to lands, fences, roads, and farm buildings 

Many of the Federal agencies are now in the area making a survey and deter- 
mining the actual help that will be made available for temporary repairs to 
damaged property. 

Up to the present time we have been unable to secure any assistance for our 
farm and ranch people. We sincerely hope that through legislative action that 
you will be able to appropriate or make available funds to relieve the burdens 
that have been placed upon the agricultural people within the area. 

One of the suggestions that we have to offer is that additional money be made 
available to the ACP program for partial payments, to be determined in those 
disaster areas for use in building fences, repairing ditches, and releveling lands 
that have been washed away. 

The administrative force is already in existence and we feel that they would be 
in the best position to do a worthwhile job. 

Immediate action is most important on this matter as the irrigation season and 
planning will begin within a period of about 90 days and many of these repairs 
will take a great deal of time. 

We earnestly solicit your cooperation and immediate attention to this matter. 

With best regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jor WILLIAMS, 
Executive Secretary 


Estimated loss by flood and storm, western Nevada, 1955 


Farms affected Feed lost 
Total loss 


Number | Percent Pasture 


icres 
Douglas-Ormsby " $925, 000 25 | 15, 000 12, 000 


Washoe-Storey 915, 000 ‘ 10, 000 8. 000 


' 

\ 

} 

\ 

Lyon... ‘ 400, 000 2 6, 500 7, 


Totals_- 2, 240, 000 57! 31, 500 
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TELEGRAM TO Mr. Scort, UNITED States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Loss by December flood and storm western Nevada by counties is as follows: 
Douglas and Ormsby Counties farm affected, 125 or 81 percent of total. Fifteen 
thousand acres pasture flooded or 80 percent of total available. Washoe and 
Storey Counties, 350 farms affected or 86 percent of total. Ten thousand tons 
hay lost or 50 percent of total available. Eight thousand acres pasture flooded 
or 60 percent of total available. Lyon County, 100 farms affected or 29 percent 
of total. Sixty-five hundred tons of hay lost or 20 percent of total available. 
Seven thousand acres of pasture flooded or 33 percent of total available. These 
feed losses included in the total damage figure of $2,240,000 caused by damage 
to agricultural lands, buildings, fences, irrigation canals, structures and drainage 
systems, debris deposits, planted crop losses, farm roads, bridges, farm home 
facilities, and other items results in a severe financial problem for operators. 


TrucKEE-Carson WATER Users ComMITTEE, 
Reno, Nev., January 5, 1956. 
Re Washoe project. 
Senator ALAN BIBLE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Drar SENATOR BrBLeE: I wish to amplify my testimony given before your 
Senate subcommittee on the Washoe project October 14, 1955, in Reno, Nev. 
In view of the recent December 1955 fioods on the Truckee River and the Carson 

tiver, when more than $5 million of flood damages occurred, I am more firmly of 
the opinion that more of the cost of the Washoe project should be allocated to 
flood control and less cost allocated to irrigation and power. 

Furthermore, I also am of the opinion that the Bureau erred in using 1940 
values for estimating flood benefits while using present-day values for estimating 
flood costs. If present-day values had been used in estimating flood benefits, 
they would have been materially higher than shown in the Bureau report. This 
descrepancy could be corrected in the final report. 

The Truckee and Carson Rivers have been subject to recurring floods ever 
since Nevada entered statehood; however, Congress has not as yet authorized a 
flood-control reservoir or a multipurpose reservoir for these rivers, Our people 
are anxiously awaiting the decision of Congress to see if they will provide some 
flood protection before the next flood or if they must continue to submit to their 
streets being used as rivers and a major part of their valleys being flooded with 
each succeeding flood. 

Hopefully yours, 
GEORGE G. DEvore, Chairman. 


STaTE oF NEVADA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Crvit DEFENSE AGENCY, 
Carson City, Nev., January 16, 1956. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BrBLE: Knowing that you will be interested in the general 
situation of the flood relief in Nevada, I want to make this information available 
to you. 

By January 7, Governor Russell had enough information of the damaged areas 
so that he was able to make an agreement with our regional administrator from 
Santa Rosa and asked for an advance of $250,000 at that time. More will be 
available and asked for as surveys show necessity. 

The roads and bridges in the counties affected are being estimated by the 
Bureau of Public Roads. The irrigation ditches around Reno and Truckee 
Meadows, and the Carson Valley, Dayton, and Yerington area are being sur- 
veyed by the Bureau of Reclamation. It is expected these two surveys will be 
completed in a short time and the necessary work done on this as soon as possible. 

Governor Russell made the supply of water and sanitation problems the first 
order in this emergency. Our major water problems were at Virginia City, 
Hawthorne, Wadsworth, and Dayton. Considerable diffculty is being experi- 
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enced at Virginia City, repairing the flumes, and it may be necessary to install 
a pump. Damage to irrigation ditches, diversion dams, etc., amounted to a 
great deal more than anticipated. Some areas where the water has not receded 
as yet are still unsurveyed. 

The Army engineers are still assisting in some of the work, especially along 
Truckee and Carson Rivers. We are requesting a Bailey bridge at Derby 
Storey County, which is jointly responsible with Washoe, for the installation of 
this bridge, has no available funds, and we are asking for a grant of that structure 

Nearly all the counties affected have asked for surplus property of some kind 
but we have no definite information on that. There may be some individuals 
or areas we cannot help under Public Law 875; and if you require any informatior 
on this subject will send you, by airmail or wire if you wish, all particulars of 
any problems that may be presented to you for any particular area. 

Thank you for the assistance you have given in the past. 

Sincerely yours, 
Froyp H. Crasrree, Di 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washincton 25, D. C., January 17, 1956 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR Mr. CuHarrRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to 8. 497, 84th Congress, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Washoe 
reclamation project, Nevada and California. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct and 
operate the Washoe reclamation project in the Carson and Truckee River Basins, 
Nev. and Calif., for irrigation, drainage, water supply, flood control, and power 
purposes, the project to consist of two principal reservoirs at the Stampede and 
Watasheamu sites, together with appurtenant facilities. 

The Flood Control Act of 1954 authorizes a project for flood protection o1 
Truckee River and tributaries in accordance with recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers, contingent upon authorization of the Washoe reclamation project 
The works which would be authorized by 8S. 497 appear compatible with the 
flood-control works authorized in 1954. 

Under existing procedure, when a final cost allocation is made, the Corps of 
Engineers will participate with the Bureau of Reclamation with respect to th 
nonreimbursable allocation to flood control. 

The bill would authorize to be appropriated the sum of $41,700,000 for cor 
struction of the Washoe project. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submissio 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) WuitsperR M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army 


(Thereupon the meeting of the committee was adjourned at 5:40 
p. m., October 14, 1955, State Building, Reno, Nev.) 

















